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“FOREWORD” 


The Report is divided into three Parts. Part I gives the 
terms of reference, the conduct of the proceedings, the historical 
background of Nathdwara and the basic tenets of the Vallabh 
(Pushti-marg) Sampradaya. The historical retrospect is not only 
relevant but essential for a correct appraisal of the findings and 
the events leading to the episode under inquiry. Part II contains 
the findings on the points of reference. 

Part III consists of Appendices, including the Site Plan, 
Notes of Local Inspection held on various dates at Nathdwara, 
List of valuables, Notes of Inspection of valuables, List of 
Witnesses examined. List of Documents exhibited, and important 
orders passed during the course of the proceeding. 

All the three parts have been duly indexed and there are 
adequate marginal notes giving topical references to the subject 
of discussion. 

I make no apology for the volume of the Report, as I am 
sure the importance of the Inquiry and the number of topics 
dealt with adequately justify the same. 


SARJOO PROSAD. 
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PART I 

(Historical Background) 



Government Notification dated March 2, 1959. and the terms of reference. 

I was appointed as Commission of Inquiry under Government Notifica¬ 
tion No. F. 1 (c) (145) Dev./Udpr.,/57, dated March 2, 1959, to inquire and 
report about the find of valuables stored in a locked and sealed room within 
the Gahanaghar in the premises of the Temple of Shri Nathji at Nath- 
dwara in the month of December, 1957. The points on which in particular 
the report has to be submitted are :— 

(i) The facts and circumstances leading to the aforesaid find 
of valuables ; 

(it) What valuables were actually found ; 

(Hi) Whether all valuables have been accounted for, that is to say, 
all that was found has been fully disclosed or whether any part or portion 
thereof has been concealed or kept back ; 

(iv) if any part or portion of the valuables has been concealed or 
kept back, then by whom and who is responsible for such a happening ; 

(v) Any other fact or circumstance which to the Commission may 
appear to be relevant thereto. 

I will revert in greater detail to these points at later stages of the report. 

The earlier paragraphs of the Notification set out in brief the reasons 
leading to the constitution of the Commission of Inquiry. The Notification 
recites that it had come to the knowledge of the Government of Rajasthan 
that valuables such as jewellery, ornaments, gold and silver ware and cash 
were found stored in a room within the Gahanaghar in the premises of the 
Temple of Shri Nathji at Natbdwara in the month of December, 1957. The 
Shrine at Nathdwara, which is situate in the District of Udaipur (the erst¬ 
while Covenanting State of Mewar), is held in great veneration by millions 
of Hindu devotees from all over India and is possessed of considerable Jagir 
lands, endowments and properties which have been dedicated by several 
Rulers of Indian States and other devotees. The State of Rajasthan as the 
successor of the Covenanting State of Mewar has a special responsibility to 
supervise that the endowments and properties dedicated to the Shrine arc 
safeguarded and used for the legitimate purposes of the Shrine. It appeared 
to the State Government that the room within the Gahanaghar in which the 
valuables were found was locked and bore the seals of the officers of the Mew ar 
State Government and the locks and seals were broken open under suspicious 
circumstances and the valuables removed to the private apartments of the 
Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara without the knowledge and permission of 
the Committee of Management and even without preparing any inventory 
thereof. The Notification further recites that the manner and method adop¬ 
ted in dealing with the find of valuables and the disposition thereof had very 
much agitated the minds of the general public including the devotees of the 
Shrine, on the assumption that all the valuables which were found had not 
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been brought to light and that a good deal had been concealed or spirited away. 
The State Government was, therefore, of the opinion that there should be 
a full inquiry into these matters, which were of definite public importance 
by reason of the nature and importance of the Shrine. A Commission of 
Inquiry was accordingly constituted consisting of Shri K.N. Wanchoo, the 
then Chief Justice of the Rajasthan High Court. This was under Notification 
dated 12th March, 1958; but against the appointment of the Commission, 
a writ application was presented to the High Court of Rajasthan by the 
Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara impugning the validity of the Notification, 
whereby the Commission of Inquiry had been appointed. 

Writ petition against the earlier Commission. 

It may be appropriate to mention here that although there was no rule 
nisi issued in the case, the writ application came to be heard by a Bench of two 
Hon’ble Judges of the High Court who differed in their separate judgements. 
Dave J. was of the opinion that the application should be rejected, while 
Modi J. took the opposite view. This necessitated a reference under the High 
Court Rules to a third Judge on the points of difference between the said 
Hon’ble Judges. Meanwhile, Wanchoo C. J. was elevated to the Bench of the 
Supreme Court, and handed over charge on the 11th of August, 1958, 
and the writ application was eventually dismissed on 8th October, 1958, on 
the ground that it had become infructuous. As there was no intention to 
entrust the inquiry to some other person, the appointment of a fresh Com¬ 
mission remained in abeyance until some five months after-wards when the 
pre-sent Commission was appointed, just after I had taken over charge as 
permanent Chief Justice of the High Court of this State. It w ould thus 
appear that although the incident to which the inquiry relates took place in 
Decem-ber, 1957, the Commission of Inquiry could not effectively function 
until the middle of April, 1959. Even so, there were several attempts made 
to delay and hamper the work of the Commission which eventually proved 
futile and did not prevent the Commission from concluding its labours. 

The Commissions of inquiry Act, 1952. 

On the terms of (lie Notification appointing the Commission and 
having regard to the nature of the inquiry to be made and the circumstances 
of the case the State Government has been pleased to invest the Commission 
with powers under sub-sections (2), (3),(4) and (5) of section 5 of the Commis¬ 
sions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act LX of 1952), and the Advocate General, 
Rajasthan, was directed to assist the Commission. Section 3 of the said Act 
authorises the State Government to appoint a Commission of Inquiry to 
inquire into any matter of dispute of public importance and perform such 
functions as may be specified in the notification constituting the Commission. 
Section 4 of the Act provides that the Commission so appointed shall have 
the powers of a Civil court for the purposes of summoning and enforcing the 
attendance of any person and for his examination on oath, for requiring 
the discovery and production of any document, for receiving evidence on 
affidavits, for requisitioning any public record, for issuing commission, for 
examination of witnesses and documents and for any other matter which may 
be prescribed. The above sub-sections of section 5 of the Act, to which 
reference has been made earlier, vest the Commission with additional powers 
to require any person, subject to any privilege, to furnish information relevant 
to the inquiry, to enter any building or to authorise any officer not below the 
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rank of a gazetted officer to enter any building and seize any books of account 
or documents and to enjoy the powers of a civil oourt. with reference to any 
offence committed in the view or presence of the Commission as is described 
in sections 175, 178, 179, and 180 of the Indian Penal Code. Under sec¬ 
tion fi of the Act a statement made by a person in the course of his deposition 
shall not subject- him or be used against him in any civil or criminal pio- 
ceeling, except a prosecution for false evidence; provided the statement was 
made in reply to a question which he is required by the Commission to answer 
or was relevant to the subject matter of the inquiry. 

A brief review of these relevant provisions shows that the Commission 
does not act as a court for all purposes; but it enjoys the powers of a civil 
court only in respect of matters specified in the various provisions of the Act. 
The above provisions give an idea of the scope and ambit of the powers 
which a Commission functioning under the Act is entitled to exercise. It is 
clear that the proceeding before the Commission is not in the nature of a 
civil or criminal proceeding. So far as the inquiry is concerned, there are 
no parties to the proceeding. In a civil suit there is the plaintiff and the 
defendant, while in a criminal ease there is the complainant and the accused. 
The court, in the former case, dismisses the suit or decress the same, while 
in the latter the court has to adjudge whether the accused is guilty or innocent. 
In an inquiry of this nature the Commission has to elicit facts and ascertain 
the truth in respect of the subject matter of investigation. It is. in the 
nature of a fact fiflding body, which is not necessarily bound by any rules of 
procedure or even by the technicalities of the rules of evidence. 
The Commission is entitled to lay down its own flexible rule 
of procedure suited to the ends of the investigation, and may 
keep in view the broad principles of evidence and natural justice. Sec¬ 
tion 8 of the Act specifically provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, as contemplated by section 12 of the Act, the Com¬ 
mission has power to regulate its own procedure (including the fixing of 
places and times of its sittings and deciding whether to sit in public or private). 
I will indicate later the procedure which the present Commission chose to 
adopt in the conduct of the proceedings; but at this stage I need only men¬ 
tion that it has not been necessary for me to exercise all tho ie powers in order 
to enforce the attendance of witnesses or to get possession of relevant docu¬ 
ments. By and large the relevant documents have been made available to me 
for the mere asking both by the Government and the Temple Board, and most 
of the Witnesses, whose evidence the Commission has recorded, have de¬ 
posed either of their own accord or on being requested to do so by the Com¬ 
mission. 


Notices to the public. 

The Wanchoo Commission, as soon as it was constituted under Noti¬ 
fication dated 12th March, 1958, issued notices to the members of the pub- 
lio to submit their representations and to participate in the inquiry. Notices 
were also sent to certain persons individually, whom the Commission consi¬ 
dered necessary to examine. The Advocate General was also directed to 
collect evidence and materials on the points under investigation for presenting 
the same to the Commission of Inquiry. Shri Hanuman Sharma, I.P.S., 
Deputy Inspector General of Police, Ajmer Range, now Inspector General of 
Police (Anti-Corruption), was also detailed by the Gbvernment, with the 
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approval of t he Commission, to assist 1 he Advocate General in collecting rele¬ 
vant materials. Accordingly, the Advocate General and Shri Sbarma 
appear to have interviewed a large number ol persons at various places and 
inspected numerous documents. There seems to be no doubt that these 
gentlemen must have shifted and selected a good deal of these materials to be 
able to place them for the benefit of the Commission. Pursuant to the 
notices issued by the Commission, representations were also submitted to 
the Wanchoo Commission by persons offering to depose and assist in the 
investigation. These representations will be separately dealt with. When 
the present Commission was appointed, notices were similarly issued to the 
general public on the 10th of March, 1959, inviting all those who knew any¬ 
thing relating to the matter covered by the notification aforesaid to get into 
touch with the Secretary of the Commission or the Advocate General at Jaip ur 
so that his evidence could be recorded by the Commission. It was further 
notified that any person could be allowed to appear at the inquiry and assist 
the Commission. These notices were widely published so as to give adequate 
information to all concerned. The Commission also notified on 5th April, 
1959, that the first sitting of the Commission would commence at Nathdwara 
on l-3th April, 1959. Despite all the publicity given to these notices the 
public response was not very encouraging. It might be partially due to the 
fact that the relevant materials had been already collected by the learned 
Advocate General and the list of witnesses proposed to he examined prepared 
by him. It would not he however right to assume that public interest or 
enthusiasm in the matter had altogether waned, since I noticed enough de¬ 
monstration of it as the investigation proceeded. Some irresponsible per¬ 
sons unable to control the ravings and rantings of their deranged mind, had 
even the audacity to pester me from time to time with a number of anony¬ 
mous or pseudonymous letters full of vituperous language and ridiculous as¬ 
persions. I could have nothing but contempt for such persons who did not 
have the courage of their conviction to depose on points relevant to the inves¬ 
tigation, when the inquiry which the Commission was conducting was an 
open and public inquiry and when people in the know of things had been 
specially invited to take part in the proceedings. Such communications, 
therefore, could have no better receptacle than the waste paper basket. What 
after all is the value of a public inquiry, if people are not im¬ 
bued with enough civic consciousness to depose to facts within their know¬ 
ledge, which are pertinent to the inquiry ? I notice with some dismay a 
growing tendency to this evil of indulging in anonymous complaints; the 
complainants themsevles having no stake, do not hold sacrosanct even the 
reputation of the best of our officers and men. Such evil persons must be 
left severely alone. It should he however said to the credit of several wit¬ 
nesses who deposed before the Commission, specially some of those who came 
from Bombay and other distant places, that they did so at the sacrifice of 
their time and leisure, and in some cases even at the risk of their health and 
other business and domestic engagements. As I will soon have occasion to 
comment on the evidence, I refrain from saying anything further at present, 
except to record my appreciation of their sense of public duty and determi¬ 
nation to help the Commission in arriving at its findings. 

Representations and affidavits. 

I will now briefly refer to the representations and affidavits received 
from time to time, in response to notices issued by the Commission, which 
form a part of the record. The Commission has had the benefit of the de¬ 
position of ShriMool Raj.Kersondas and Shri Jai Narain Vyas, who have been’ 
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examined in the course of the proceedin'!*. So also Shri H. M. Trivedi and 
K. S. Ranawat have, been examined. Shri Ranawat had submitted a detailed 
statement on affidavit. There were also representations by Shri Amba Lai 
Tribhuwan i)as. Shri Natwar Lai Dhiraj Lai, and Shri Hira Lai Mehta, who 
did not t.-.k" part in the proceedings. Shri Natvvar Lai was alleged to be 
seriously ili. Sliri I). M. Trivedi sent a representation to the Wanchoo Com¬ 
mission on 22nd March, 11158, in which lie purported to appear on behalf of 
some Nathdwara Inquiry Assistance Committee, and offered to lead evidence 
before the Commission, but event ually. inspite of repeated notices, he did 
nothing of the kind and pleaded want of instructions. He, however, ap¬ 
peared for a few days to put quest ions to Goswann Govind Lalji when he was 
in the witness box. His appearance before the Commission appears to have 
been as casual as hisdis-'pi •.mre. The learned Advocate General has right¬ 
ly taken serious exception to an irresponsible rtnituk in his representation 
wherein Shri Trivedi stated that the Advocate General “instructed several 
witnesses about the evidence that they were to give”. The Advocate Gene¬ 
ral strongly resented and repudiated this veiled insinuation of tutoiing the 
witnesses. There was also a representation made at a very late stage of the 
proceeding by one Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari, whom the Commission has 
examined, and whose evidence will he deat with later. 

Work of the Commission—Its sittings. 

The Commission held its sittings at various places according to its con¬ 
venience and that of the witnesses concerned : at Nathdwara, Udaipur, 
Mt. Abu, Jaipur and Jodhpur, in which it examined 45 witnesses (Appendix 
III) and admitted on record some 236 documents. ( Appendix IV ) 
Some of these documents are either originals or office copies of each 
other, and for the purposes of this report it would be enough to 
refer to any one of them to indicate the nature of the document on 
which reliance has been placed. The Commission also inspected 
(Appendix II) the temple site on various dates, and the valuables, 
which were said to have been recovered from the room in question 
[hereinafter referred to as Kotha A—shown in the site plan (Appendix I) 
prepared to scale]. There was also inspection of the articles seized by the 
Police in November, 1958, at Amber from the possession of the Tilkayat and 
kept in the custody of the City Magistrate, Jaipur. Inspection Notes in 
respect of each of these dates as also in relation to the articles inspected have 
been preserved on the record, and they appear as appendices [Appendices 
II (a) to (/)] to this report. The Commission lias also maintained a day to 
day record of its activities as embodied in a comprehensive form in the Order- 
sheet. The Commission realises that the proceedings have taken a 
somewhat protracted course, in fact longer than what I had ordinarily an¬ 
ticipated, but it seems to me that in the circumstances it was altogelhcr 
unavoidable. 


Parties interested: (a) The Tilkayat. 

It is true that the constitution of the Commission was announced in 
the Gazette Extraordinary on 10th March, 1959, yet the Commission could 
not commence its sittings for various reasons before the 13th of April, 1959. 
In the first place, I was a new comer to Rajasthan, and had to settle down 
and attend to some urgent administrative and judicial work in Court. In. 
the second place, sufficient time had to be allowed to interested members of 
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the public to know about the constitution of the Commission and its pro¬ 
posed sittings. There were also a few occasional breaks in the sittings of the 
Commission, because I was called upon to attend to urgent duties in the 
High Court. Just before the sittings commenced a petition for writ was moved 
by the Tilkayat of Nathdwara on 8th April, 1 bob, challenging the apppoint- 
ment of the Commission, but it was rejected in limine , and a last minute 
attempt made on his behalf to secure an adjournment from the Commisehon 
itself also failed. A similar attempt by the Tilkayat to present a wait 
petition before the High Court at a very late stage of the proceedings, im¬ 
pugning some of the procedure adopted by the Commission, also proved 
unsuccessful. The order sheet discloses various other attempts made by the 
Tilkayat and his representatives calculated to hamper and delay the pro¬ 
ceedings. These attempts met the fate which they deserved and could not 
receive any encouragement at the hands of the Commission. It is true 
that there were no parties to the proceeding as such, yet there could be hardly 
any doubt that the Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara was a person vitally 
interested in the issue of the investigation. It is somewhat unfortunate that 
though he was associated with the proceeding from the very start, yet he 
or his legal advisers appear to have assumed that the investigation by the 
Commission was in the nature of a criminal trial against the Tilkayat, and 
this erroneous assumption actuated their conduct throughout. In the 
very beginning his lawyer Shri Desai appeared to be sitting on the fence. 
He did not take any active part in the proceedings, but wanted to reserve 
his right to recall the witnesses examined in order to enable him to cross- 
examine them later. Subsequently the Tilkayat’s lawyers claimed and were 
allowed the privilege of putting questions to the witnesses by way of cross- 
examination after they had been examined by the other persons assisting 
the Commission. At various stages the learned counsel representing the 
Tilkayat raised objections to the procedure adopted by the Commission. 
The record is full of the numerous petitions filed on his b.half. All these 
matters were dealt with by the Commission in due course and, more often 
than not, even elaborate orders had to be recorded by the Commission to 
dispose of these matters. The Tilkayat filed a few documents in the pro¬ 
ceedings and requested the Commission to examine some witnesses on his 
behalf; but on the whole, it must be said that his attitude in the conduct 
of the proceedings was, to say the least, quite unhelpful. 

(6) The Government. 

The other two persons who participated in the proceedings from the 
very beginning were the Advocate General and his Assistants on behalf of the 
Government and Shri R.C. Sharma on behalf of the Temple Board. The 
learned Advocate General as such was not appearing on behalf of any party 
to the proceeding, because the Government, in my opinion, was as muoh 
interested in ascertaining the truth of the subject matter of investigation as 
the Commission itself. I must acknowledge the interest taken by the 
learned Advocate General in collecting all the materials necessary to the 
investigation and placing them before the Commission. He was primarily 
responsible for securing the attendance of witnesses who have deposed before 
the Commission, except in some cases where the witnesses were requested 
to give evidence at the instance of the Commission itself or offered to depose 
voluntarily. The Commission is grateful to the learned Advocate General 
for the valuable services he has rendered throughout the proceedings, and 
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also records its appreciation of the work of Shri Hanuman Sharma and other 
officers who assisted the learned Advocate General in the discharge of 
his onerous duties. 


(c) The Temple Board. 

The Temple Board was constituted under the Nathdwara Temple 
Act of 1959 (Act 13 of 1959), and by virtue of section 4 of the Act, the ad¬ 
ministration of the temple and all its endowments vested in the said Board. 
Shri Sharma who appeared for the Board, assisted the Commission in exa¬ 
mining the witnesses and placed all the relevant record that were available 
to him at the disposal of the Commission. I am not prepared to accept the 
suggestion that any material relevant to the inquiry has been deliberately 
kept back from the Commission by the officers of the Temple Board. The 
Executive Officer of the Board was found almost throughout attending the 
proceedings of the Commission and assisting his learned counsel in the con¬ 
duct of the proceedings. I am also thankful to Shri R.C. Sharma for the 
assistance which he has so ably given in the conduct of the investigation. 

Procedure of the Commission. 

For obvious reasons the Commission followed its own procedure in 
order to elucidate facts. Sinoe the learned Advocate General had collected 
the relevant materials and was aware of the nature of the evidence which 
any particular witness was likely to give in respect of the points under in¬ 
vestigation, 1 permitted him to lead evidence in the proceeding, and to put 
questions to the witnesses. The evidence of all the witnesses examined by 
the Commission has been recorded on oath being administered to them. 
Those questions were put with a view to (suable the witness to depose about 
his knowledge of the relevant facts. 1 then allowed the lawyers for the 
Temple Board and the Tilkayat to put more questions to the witnesses 
either by way of cross-examination in testing their veracity or by way of 
further elucidation of the relevant facts. If at the end ot the deposition 
I noticed that the evidence on certain points remained obscure, I myself 
also put questions to these witnesses. The whole object was to get at the 
facts as far as possible. There was, therefore, no hard and fast rule main¬ 
tained in the examination of these witnesses, but generally the procedure 
followed was as indicated above. The Commission was not bound by rules 
of evidence, but I adhered to these rules with some amount of tenacity; and 
it is only rarely that I departed from the normal procedure where relexation 
was necessary to dispense with certain formalities likely to delay the pro¬ 
ceedings. All this, however, would not satisfy the counsel for the Tilkayat, 
who took exception to certain questions being put to the witnesses or to 
certain evidence being placed on record on the ground of their being ir¬ 
relevant. These objections were duly considered, and noted or over-ruled. 

The Intervenors. 

After the investigation had proceeded and several witnesses had been 
examined, there appeared on the scene on 5th May, 1959, certain persons, 
who for the sake of convenience, have preferred to be described as intervenors 
in the proceedings. These persons are Shri Satish Chandra Agrawal and 
Shri Bhairon Singh. Both these gentlemen are members of the Rajasthan 
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Legislative Assembly. It was claimed that at the instance of these gentlemen, 
who took part in the Legislative Assembly debates on a motion of no- 
confidence in the Ministry, the Commission of Inquiry was set up; and, 
therefore,it was prayed that they may be associated with the conduct of the 
proceedings and participate in the same. The Commission allowed this 
prayer; but apart from putting questions to the witnesses and assisting the 
Commission in that respect, the intervenors did not produce any evidence 
on tho : r behalf or examine themselves in support of the points under investi¬ 
gation. The learned Advocate General has commented that although in 
the Legislative Assembly debates Shri Satish Chandra Agrawal made a tall 
claim that the valuables found in the Gahanaghar room were worth about 
50 crores of rupees, which information he is alleged to have gathered from 
the jewellers of Jaipur, when the valuables came to be sold in the market, 
yet neither Shri Satish Chandra Agrawal has examined himself, nor has he 
cared to secure the attendance of any of these jewellers in the witness box. 
This comment is not without its force; but I venture to assume that the 
information then received by Shri Agrawal was more or less in the nature 
of hearsay evidence; yet it is possible that h iving regard to the agitation 
which the incident had then admittedly created in the public mind, Shri 
Agrawal acted upon that information and made it a plank for his attack 
against the Ministry. As member;, of the Legislature, these gentlemen owe 
a responsibility to the public to expose any matter which in their opinion 
amounts to a grave public injury. It may be that the materials on which 
they act may not bear the test of scrutiny in a court of law or in aregulai 
investigation of this nature, but that should not lead to any necessary 
inference that in acting upon these materials their conduct was anything 
but bonatide. I, therefore, do not attach any importance to this ommissiot 
on the part ot Shri Agrawal either to examine himself or to call for any o 
those so-called jewellers. 1 should not, however, bo taken to minimis* 
the value of the assistance which I have received from their learned counse 
Shri Garg in examining the witnesses appearing before the Commission o 
in the consideration of the evideuoe. jl must be said to the credit, of thus 
intervenors that with their assistance hi the proceedings, various aspect 
of the matter have been brought to light', which might otherwise have rt 
mained in darkness, much to the detriment of the salutary purpose whic. 
this public inquiry is intended to serve. 

Argument#. 

The members ol the Bar appearing in the proceeding have entei 
tained me to long and learned arguments. They have invited me to approac 
the materials on record from their different stand-points, and have, with th< 
end in view, subjected the evidence to a close and searching scrutiny, 
had also the benefit of listening to the submissions of Shri K. S. Hajel 
who, during the course of the arguments, appeared on behalf of one Babu 
Nath Bhakt Mandai of Bombay, and was allowed to address the Commissic 
on the records available. Their learned and painstaking treatment of tl 
subject has been of undoubted advantage in enabling me to form my ow 
conclusions. The incident, to which the terms of reference relate, happen* 
on the 25th of December, 1957, but the place where it happend, tl 
circumstances under which it happened, and the persons who are allegi 
to have been responsible for the incident have opened up a long vista 
facts and circumstantial details which have inevitably occupied the tin 
and labour of the Commission. It shall ho the endeavour of the Commissi* 
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4iO examine the evidence on record in its relation to each of the terms of 
reference, but before it proceeds to do so, it would be useful to have some 
idea of the historical background, which offsets the institution of the sacred 
temple of Nathdwara. The Government Notification, whereby the present 
Commission has been appointed, recites that the Shrine at Nathdwara 
is held in great veneration by millions of Hindu devotees all over India 
and is very richly endowed; that the room within the Gahanaghar, in which 
the valuables were found, was locked and bore the seals of the officers of 
the Mewar Government; and that on the date in question the locks and 
seals were broken open under suspicious circumstances, and the valuables 
removed to the private apartments of the Tilkayat of Nathdwara without 
the knovdedge and permission of the Committee of Management, and 
even without preparing an inventory thereof. It is, therefore, to be seen 
what this Shrine of Nathdwara is; v'hat was the location of this room in 
the Gahanaghar Kotha; when did this room come to be locked and sealed, 
and under what circumstances; what could be the contents of the room 
having regard to the arrangement for storage of articles prevailing in the 
institution; what Was the nature of the administration which governed the 
institution at the time when the room was locked and sealed; what changes 
in the administration, if any, took place thereafter; and the conditions 
prevailing at the time when the locks and seals came to be broken and the 
valuables removed. The answer to the terms of reference would very 
much depend upon a consideration of the above factors; and it is futile 
to suggest, as it appears to have been done on belralf of the Tilkayat, that 
all these considerations are beyond the purview of the Commission, and 
all that it has to do is just to answer the points under reference without 
even considering to whom the valuables belonged, and whether their 
removal by the Tilkayat was justified or otherwise. 

Historical background of Nathdwara. 

Tradition and history have both bedecked the Shrine of Nathdwara 
and the Idol of Shri Nathji installed therein, with a hale of sanctity and spiri¬ 
tual lustre that attracts devotees from far and near. Gifts and offerings 
have poured in from different parts of India and even from outside, so as to 
make the Shrine one of the most richly -endowed Shrines in the country. 
In the “Giriraj Khand” of “Garg Samhita”, it is recorded that Lord Shri 
Krishna declared that in Kaliyug ho would appear in a cave in“Giriraj ”; and 
folklore has it that the Idol of Shri Nathji was found there by Shri Vallabh- 
acharya to whom the Lord revealed himself in a dream. Dr. Bhandarkar in 
his book called “Yaisnavism, Saivism and Minor Religious Systems” ob¬ 
serves that Vallabhacharya was the son of a Tailanga Brahman. He was 
horn in 1479 A.D. He was a student of Krishna Yajurveda, and lived in a 
village called Kankarava in the Telugu country. He founded a sect of 
Vaishnavas, known as “Pushtimarg” or “Yallabh Sampradaya”. When he 
found the Idol of Shri Nathji on his visit to Giriraj, he installed the Idol in 
a Kaehcha temple there ; hut later when a disciple of his built a large temple, 
Shri Vallabhacharya installed the Idol in the newly built temple in 1520 
A.D. The idol of Shri Nathji remained in the temple at Giriraj until 1668 
A.D., when owing to religious intolerance and interference in religious wor¬ 
ship during the reign of Emperor Aurangzeb it became necessary to remove 
the Idol from there. Accordingly the Idol was taken to the territories of 
the then Ruler of Mewar or Udaipur State in the Year 1672 A.D., and was 
installed at Nathdwara. In Tod’s Annals and Antiquities of Rajasthan, 
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a work of undoubted importance, which has carried the fame and fragrance 
of Rajpoot chivalry to international shores, there is a very interesting des¬ 
cription of this temple of Nathdwara. It would be appropriate to refer in 
this context to some of these passages. 

Tod's Annals. 

“When Aurangzeb proscribed Kaniya, and rendered his shrines im¬ 
pure throughout Vrij, Rana Raj Singh “offered the heads of one hundred 
thousand Rajpoots for his service”, and the god was conducted by the route 
of Kotah and Rampoora to Mewar. An omen decided the spot of his future 
residence. As he journeyed to gain the capital of the Seesodias, the chariot- 
wheel sunk deep into the earth and defied extrication; upon which the 
Sookuni (augur) interpreted the pleasure of the god, that he desired to 1 v ill 
there. This circumstance occurred at an inconsiderable village called Siarh, 
in the fief of Dailwara, one of the sixteen nobles of Mewar. Rejoiced at 
this decided manifestation of favour, the chief hastened to make a perpetual 
gift of the village and its lands, which was speedily confirmed by the patent 
of the Rana. Nathji (the god) was removed from his car, and in due time 
a temple was erected for his reception, when the hamlet of Siarh became the 
town of Nathdwara.” (Tod’s Rajasthan, Vol. I, page 523, 1829 Edn.). 

“The statue now worshipped at Nathdwara, as the representative of ‘the 
god of the mount’, is said to be the identical image raised in the cave of Gir- 
dhana, and brought thence by the high-priest Baiba.” (Ibid pages 544-545). 

“The seven statues of Kaniya were brought together by the high- 
priest Baiba, who established the festival of the Anacuta. They remained in 
the same sanctuary until the time of Girdhari, the grandson of Baiba, who 
having seven sons, gave to each a rupa or statue, and whose descendants 
continue in the office of priest. The names and present abodes of the gods 
are as follows :— 

Nathji, the god, or Gordan-Nath, 

god of the mount .. .. .. .. Nathdwara. 

1. Nonita .. .. .. Nathdwara. 

2. Mathura Nath .. .. .. Kotah. 

3. Dwar-ca-Nath .. .. .. Kankerowli. 

4. Gokul-Nath, or Gokul-Chandrama .. Jeipoor. 

5. Yadu-Nath .. .. .. .. Surat. 

6. Vitha-Nath .. .. .. .. Kotah. 

7. Mudhun Mohuna .. .. .. Jeipoor. 

Nathji is not enumerated amongst the forms ; he stands supreme. 

“Nonita, or Nonanda, the juvenile Kaniya, has his altar separate, 
though close to Nathji. He is also styled Bala-mokund, ‘the blessed child’, 
and is depicted as an infant with a pera or comfit-ball in his hand. This 
image, which was one of the penates of a former age, and which, since the des¬ 
truction of the shrines of Krishna by the Islamites, had lain in the Yamuna, 
attached itself to the sacredotal zone ( zunu) of the high-priest Baiba, while 
he was performing his ablutions, who, carrying it home, placed it in a niche 
of the temple and worshipped it : and Nonanda yet receives the peculiar 
homage of the high-priest and his family as their household divinity.” (Ibid 
pages 548 and 549). 
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Nonita, or Nonanda, the juvenile Kaniya, mentioned by Tod above, is 
apparently the same image which is called “Navnitpriyaji” at Nathdwara, and 
to whom we find references from time to time in the evidence in the present 
case. There is some inaccuracy in the above quotation, because Girdhari, 
the grandson of Baiba, was the eldest of his seven brothers, and is the an¬ 
cestor of the present Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara. It is also doubtful 
whether Girdhariji distributed to each of his brothers a rufa or statue, or 
his father Vithalnathji himself did it, because there appears to be more 
authentic support for the latter view. 

At another place the distinguished author says : “A distinction is made 
between the grants to the temple and those for the personal use of the pon¬ 
tiff, who at least affects never to apply any portion of the foimer to his own 
use, and he can scarcely have occasion to do so ; but when from the stores of 
Apollo could be purchased the spices of the isles, the gruits of Persia, and the 
brocades of Guzerat, we may indulge our scepticims in questioning this for¬ 
bearance ; but the abuse has been rectified, and traffic banished from the 
temple. The personal grant to the high-priest ought alone to have sufficed 
for his household expenditure, being twenty thousand rupees per annum, equal 
to £ 10,000 in Europe.” (Page 531). 

Tenents of Pushti Marg. (1953 Bom. 153). 

I have observed earlier that Shri Vail abh a chary a was the founder of 
the Pushtimarg cult of Vaishnavas. For the purpose of the present inquiry 
it is not necessary to discuss the tenents of the Vaishnava cult except in so 
far as it might affect the claim of ownership set up by the Tilkayat to the 
image of Shri Nathji and to the properties dedicated to the temple. An 
elaborate and learned discussion on the subject appears in a decision of the 
Bombay High Court by Gajendragadkar J., as he then was, in Ranchhoddas 
Kalidas and others v. Goswami Shree Mahalaxmi Vahuji and others (A.I.R. 
1953 Bombay 153). The principal question involved in that case was whether 
the temple of Shri Gokul Nathji at Nadiad was a public charitable temple of 
the followers of the Vallabha cult or it was a private temple of the then wor¬ 
shipper or high-priest of the said temple. The learned District Judge, who 
dealt with the case in the first instance, principally was of the view that ac¬ 
cording to the tenets and usage prevailing amongst the Vaishnava devotees 
of Shree Vallabha cult, there could be no public temples as such andf r this 
purpose the Judge relied upon certain observations of Dr. Bhandarkar in his 
book called “Vaisnavism, Saivism and Minor Religious Systems”. Their 
Lordships disagreed with that view, and held thatthetemple in question was 
a public temple and the disputed properties, which were categorically claimed 
to be the properties of the high-priest, including even the ownerships over the 
idol, were held to be properties belonging to the temple end as such constitu¬ 
ted a public charitable trust. It was further held that the statements of 
Dr. Bhandarkar could not be interpreted to lay down the inexorable and un¬ 
exceptional proposition that amongst the Vaishnava devotees of the Vallabha 
cult, there could be no public temples for worship. I will have to advert to 
this topic in due course, when I come to deal with the claim of the Tilka¬ 
yat Goswami to the valuables found in the Gahanaghar and removed 
by him. At this stage I need only refer in brief to the tenets of the faith in 
orler to understand the relations which the devotees bear to the Shrine 
and to the Image of Shri Nathji as compared with their relationship to the 
high-priest of the temple, 
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According to Dr. Bhandarkar, Vallabha’s Vedantie theory is the same 
as that of an earlier author of the name of Vishnusvamin; it is known 
as “Suddhadvaita” or “Pure Non-Dualism”. Shri Krishna is the highest 
Brahma, and all souls attain beatitude through the grace of this highest 
Brahma, otherwise known as Krishna. Vallahha laid so such emphasis 
on the grace of God as a means to the attainment of salvation that his 
cult came to he known as “Pushti Marg” or the royal road. Devotion is the 
means of attaining the grace of God, and it is on devotion that the Vallabha 
cult is founded. Shri Vallabhacharya had two sons named Shri Gopi Nathji 
and Shri Vithal Nathji. The line of Shri Gopi Nathji became extinct in 
a few years, and Shri Vithal Nathji succeeded to the “Acharya Pad” of Shri 
Vallabhacharya, and began to be called as Shri Gosainji. Dr. Bhandarkar 
says that Vallabha had a son named Vitthalcsha, and Vallabha and his 
son are spoken of respectively as Acharya or Mahaprabhuji and Gosain or 
Gosvamin. Vitthalesha in his turn had seven sons. The Gurus of this sect, 
otherwise called Mahara jas, are descendants of these seven sens. Shri Vithal 
Nathji’s son Shri Girdharji became the first “Tilkayat Maharaj” in charge 
and management of the Shrine and Idol of Shri Nathji and the properties 
belonging thereto. After Girdharji primogeniture governed the succession 
to the Gaddi of the Tilkayat Maharaj, and the present Tilkayat is the 14th 
descendant in succession from Shri Vallabhacharya. 

Holding of property by the Pontiff in his own right—If 
repugnant to the basic tenets of the 
faith. 

The influence of Shri Vallabhacharya and his descendants over their 
followers appears to have been very great. As acknowledged by 
SirS. Radhakrishnan in his treatise “Indian Philosophy”, Vol. II, according 
to Shri Vallabhacharya “Bhakti is the chief means of salvation, though 
Jnana is also useful”. During his lifetime, Vallahha did not build many 
temples, but initiated the worship of idols and emphasised the importance 
of such workship. “The devotees of this cult believe that seven or nine 
idols were worshipped either by Vallabha or his son, and as such they were 
specially sanctified. These idols are known as Nidhiswarups. Amongst 
the Vaishnavas of the Vallabh cult, two rites are generally performed: 
one is Sharana Mantropadesh, and the other is Atma Nivedan. The per¬ 
formance of the first rite confers upon the devotee the status of a V aishnava, 
and that of the second gives him the status of an ‘adhikari’ entitled to 
pursue the path of service or devotion. At the first of these initiations, 
the “Mantra” “Shri Krishnah Sharanam Mamah” ( sfV S’ 6 * 1 ! 5ITWT ) 
is repeated in the ears of the devotee by the Guru and “tulsi kanthi” put 
around his neck. At the second initiation, which is also known as Brahma 
Sambandha, a religious formula is repeated and it appears that the effect 
of this formula is that the devotee treats himself and all his properties 
as belonging to Lord Krishna. In fact, the formula ends in these words: 
“I am Thy slave. O Krishna ? I dedicate to you all that belongs to me”. 
At the time of this initiation the prescribed formula is to be repeated by 
the devotee before the deity by holding “tulsi” leaves in his hands. After¬ 
wards the said leaves have to he placed at the feet of the deity through the 
“acharya”. After the two initiations, the devotee is expected to render 
service to Lord Krishna ill three different ways. He can render service 
physically by doing Such acts as cleaning the temple or fetching water 
for the worship of the deity (‘tanuja’); he can render service mentally by 
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prayer and meditation (‘mansa’); or he may render service by making 
gifts to the idol (‘vittaja’); these gifts are made either on occasions when 
celebrations are held in the temple or on ceremonial occasions in the family 
of the devotee himself. 

“It will be noticed that the spirit of dedication underlying the formula 
repeated by the Vaishnav devotees at the time of his initiation known as 
‘Brahma Sambanclh’ is common to all Hindu Schools of philosophy that 
believe in the spiritual efficacy of devotion and prayer. Says the Bhagwad 
Gita: 


“Whatever you do, whatever you eat, whatever sacrifice you 
perform, whatever gifts you offer and whatever austerity you practise, 
dedicate all these to me, Oh son of Kunti.” 

Thus, the dedication in Yallahha’s philosophy is to Lord Krishna whose 
divine grace (‘pushti’) is the spiritual goal of all devotees of his cult. 

“Enlightened and progressive writers like Telivala, who has edited 
Shri Vallabh s work known as “Shri Siddhanth. Rahasva,” propound the 
view that in this cult Vallabha alone is the Acharva or preceptor and “all 
his descendants, however illustrious, have never claimed anything further 
than being recognised as Gurudwaras”. Thus the initiation is believed to be 
done by Vallbaha Acharya himself through the instrumentality of his agnate 
descendants. It is significant that none of the writings of Vallahha insists 
upon initiation at the hands of his descendants alone. It is, of course, true 
that initiation at the hands of Vallbha’s descendants would be valued more 
by the devotee; but in the absence of such a descendant, the devotee can 
approach a Guru as described by Vallabha in ftis Nib and ha. In fact, in 
the absence of proper teacher Vallahha- has advised- his devotee to make 
an idol for himself and worship it with full devotion. According to Mr. 
ielivala, Vallabh s descendants even to this date initiate their pupils, not 
9F? sanies and responsibility, but in the name and responsibility 
^ i yallabba. According to the usage, the worship of the deity in the 
avelis is performed eignt. times every day. This worship takes the form 
o dividing the daily life of Bal Krishna into eight significant acts, and Bal 
Krishna is worshipped in eight different forms appropriate to those acts. 

The morning begins with the Mangal Darshan, which consists in the 
act of awakening the Deity. Then Krishna is dressed for the day and his 
dan-han is known as Shrangar’, As a cowherd Krishna then goes out 
with the cows for grazing them, and so he gives, ‘darshan’ as a ‘Gowala’, 
which means a cowherd. While taking lunch he gives ‘darshan’ as ‘Raj Bhog, 
When he is awakened from the midday nap the ‘darshan’ is called ‘Uthapana’ 
or awakening. In the afternoon, he has a midday meal, which is ‘bhog’. 
Towards sunset, he brings the cows back and the ‘darshan’ is ‘sandhya’ 
At night he goes to bed, and the ‘darshan’ is called ‘Shayana’. Usually 
the Idol of Bal Krishna is thus worshipped on eight occasions, though in 
some places the worship is performed only seven times every dav The most 
impotant- characteristic of Vallabha’s philosophy is its emphasis on devotion. 
This devotion, which must be absolute and unqualified, leads to the grace 
of God, which is known as ‘pushti’. The devotee who practises devotion 
concentrates himself so much on devotion a'one that he naturally discards all 
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ritualistic performances. Disregard of these ritualistic performances can be 
regarded as another important feature of the cult of Vallabha, 

“This cult does not believe in ‘Sadhus’ or ‘Swamis’. Once the devotee 
gets initiation from his Guru, he has to follow the path of devotion, and it 
is in the firm belief that this path would lead to the grace of God. It is 
true that the descendants of Vallabha arc held in the highest esteem by the 
devotees. But a rational interpretation of the tenets of this cult does not 
justifv the claim which is sometimes made on behalf of these descendants 
that the cult does, and should, treat them as incarnations of divinity. The 
works of Vallabha would suggest that even he would not have made such 
a claim, though, naturally enough, his devotees place him on that high 
pedestal of spiritual pre-eminence”, (vide .A.T.R.1953 Bombay 153 referred 
to above.) 

In the ordinary course, when the devotees gathered round these des¬ 
cendants and worshipped the idols brought, by them, the places of resi¬ 
dence of these descendants were treated as holy places, which were known 
as ‘havelis’ or temples, and the private idols brought bv them were wor¬ 
shipped by the devotees congregationally. That no doubt is the feature of 
some of the temples of this cult, but the fa ct whether the temple was public 
or private will have to be decided on the facts and circumstances of each case. 
The legal position on the question cannot ho doubted. It is well known 
that idols under Hindu Law are treated as juridical persons. They have 
the right to own properties, though, of course, the dealings of the idols with 
regard to the properties have necessarily to be corducted by human agents 
acting on their behalf. The historical origin of the temple, the manner in 
which the affairs of the temple have been managed, the nature and extent 
of the gifts received by the temple, the consciousness of the manager and 
the consciousness of the devotees themselves, in dealing with these properties 
or offering those gifts, the rights exercised by the devotees in regard to 
worship in the temple and ‘darshan’ of the deity—these and similar 
other considerations have to he weighed in deciding the question 
whether the Nathdwara Temple is public or private. It must be, 
however, borne in mind that any observation that I may make on the 
point is only incidental to the inquiry and relevant in so far as it affects my 
findings on the subject of refemce. At this stage I consider it enough tc 
say that the idea of holding property by the pointiff or the high-priest in hif 
own right as such in derogation of the right of the Deity appears to me tc 
be repugnant to the very basic tenet of the faith which regards “Brahms 
Samband” as complete surrender and dedication of the devotee and all hii 
properties to Lord Krishna. 


Events preceding the sealing ami locking of Kotah A. 

A brief reference to the events which preceded the deposit of the 
valuables in Kotah A of the Gahanaghar in the Temple of Shri Nathji woul( 
give some idea of the approximate period and the circumstances in whirl 
the Kotah in question came to be sealed and locked. 

Earlier I have indicated that Shri Vithal Nath ji’s son became the first 
Tilkayat Maharaj in charge and management of the Shrine and Idol of Shri 
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Nathji and the properties belonging thereto, and that after his death the 
rule of premogeniture governed the line of succession to the Gadi of the 
Tiikayat, jViaharaj. 

At the close of the 19th century, one Girdharilalji was the Tiikayat 
Maharaj of Nathdwara. He had two sons Goverdhan Lalji and Vallabh 
Lalji. it appears that for certain reasons of State Shri Girdharilalji was 
deposed from the office of the high-priest of Nathdwara Shrine in Mewar 
by order of the then Political Agent and Darbar, and was deported from 
Nathdwara on 8th May, 1876; and Goverdhan Lalji, son of the said Girdhari¬ 
lalji, was placed on the Gadi as high-priest of the Shrine. Goverdhan Lajli 
thereafter instituted a suit in the Bombay High Court making 
his father a defendant in the action for recovery of properties of the temple 
situated outside the State of Mewar. He claimed in the suit that as high- 
priest of the Shrine at Nathdwara, he was entitled to the properties dedicated 
to the Shrine. The suit, however, did not succeed, bacause the High Court 
at Bombay was unable to recognise the certificate of the Political Agent, 
deporting the defendant and installing the plaintiff in that suit as the 
high-priest, either as an act of State or as a foreign judgment (vide 
Judgment in Suit No. 218 of 1878 passed by the Bombay High Court on 
21-5-1883). Girdhari Lalji died on l9thMay, 1903, and Shri Goverdhan 
Lalji again filed two suits impleading his step brother Shri Vallabh Lalji 
and the widows of his late father in the Bombay High Court in the year 
1903. A consent decree was passed in those suits and it was declared that 
on the death of Shri Girdhari Lalji, the plaintiff Goverdhan Lalji became 
the Tiikayat Maharaja with all the rights, privileges and powers belonging 
or incident to that office in accordance with the family custom. (Vide 
Consent Order in Suits Nos. 418 and 477 of 1903 passed by the Bombay 
High Court on 27th January, 1903). 

Shri Goverdhan Lalji had a son by name Damodar Lalji. On the 
24th of March, 1932, an incident happened which appears to have very 
seriously affected the destiny of Nathdwara. A songstress by the name 
of Hansa reached Nathdwara, and gave performance there. Damodarlalji 
fell a victim to the charms of that woman, and became deeply enamoured 
of her. She left Nathdwara on 14th April, 1932. Some 10 days later, on 
24th April, 1932, Damodarlalji also left Nathdwara accompanied by his 
wife Shrimati Bhagirathi Devi (also known as Shri Bahuji) and his minor 
son Govind Lalji, following Hansa to Nainital. This conduct of Damodar 
Lalji was resented both by his father as also the then sovereign authority, 
the Maharana of Udaipur, in whose territory Nathdwara lay. Goverdhan 
Lalji, therefore, left Nathdwara with the object of weaning away Damodar¬ 
lalji from the path of life he had adopted. He succeeded in bringing back 
the members of the family of Damodarlalji to Udaipur some time in the 
first week of September, 1932; but Hansa also appears to have accompanied 
the party. On 5th September, 1932 Shri Goverdhan Lalji and Damodar¬ 
lalji executed certain documents offering pledges of good conduct of Damo¬ 
darlalji and also about the proper management of the temple properties, 
and presented the same totheRulerof Udaipur (videExs. 103 and 104). These 
documents throw a good deal of light not only upon the powers of the 
Tiikayat and his right of management over the temple properties, but also 
about the control which the Udaipur Darbar as the sovereign power 
exercised over the Nathdwara Thikana. After giving the above under¬ 
taking Shri Goverdhan Lalji, Damodarlalji, and the other members of 



his family reached Nathdwara; but Hansa also went with them as a member 
of the family. The presence of Hansa at Nathdwara despite the aforesaid 
pledges of good conduct grossly out-raged and offended the religious feelings 
and. sentiments of the followers of the Sampradaya and worshippers of the 
said Idols, resulting in a public uproar and commotion, : and three days 
after her arrival there, Hansa had to leave Nathdwara. Damodar Lalji, 
however, was not reconciled to the situation and bided his opportunity 
to get away from Nathdwara in order to be able to enjoy the company of 
Hansa. He eventually succeeded on some pretext in securing the per¬ 
mission of his father and the Udaipur Darbar to leave Nathdwara, which 
he did on 18th December, 1932, with his wife, son and daughters, taking 
with him a large amount of valuables. The way of life led by Damodar- 
lalji again offended the State authorities as also his father. The latter 
left Nathdwara on 29th August, 1933, for Simla, where Damodarlalji appears 
to have been staying at the time. This time Goverdhan Lalji also carried 
with him a large quantity of valuables. He was destined not to return 
to Nathdwara, and died at Simla on 21st September, 1933, possibly broken¬ 
hearted. The above facts are not seriously disputed. The report of 
Shri Yamunalai Dashora (W. 16), which has been exhibited in this proceed¬ 
ing (Ex. 91) contains most of these details. This officer had served Nath¬ 
dwara Thikana for a long time in various capacities, as Judicial Adviser 
to the then Tilkayat Shri Goverdhan Lalji and also as Munsarim till 1947, 
whereafter the present Tilkayat attained majority, and the charge of the 
Thikana was handed over to him in 1948. 

The control of the Udaipur Darbar. 

The events narrated above led the Ruler of Udaipur to adopt a strong 
attitude for the protection of the Nathdwara administration. Shri Damodar 
Lalji, owing to his profligate living had already wasted a good deal of the 
Thikana properties. Even the valuables carried by his father fell in his 
hands, and were squandered' in no time; and his way of living, contrary 
as it was to the tenets of the Vaishnava Sampradaya, was condemned by 
those interested in the welfare of the institution of Nathdwara. It were 
the Vaishnavas who had richly endowed the temple by their gifts and 
donations The Udaipur Darbar, therefore, had to intervene again. On 
10th October, 1933, an order was passed by the Ruler (Ex. 94) setting out 
detailed reasons, whereby Shri Govind Lalji, the minor son of Damodar- 
Lalji, was appointed the “Tilkayat Goswami” in succession to the deceased 
Tilkayat Goverdhanlalji. In effect Damodar Lalji was thus deprived of 
his right of succession. The order further provided that since Govind Lalji 
(who was then about six years old) was a minor, two persons, Pt. Ramakant 
Malviya and Babu Madan Mohan Lai, should be appointed as Munsarims 
to manage the Thikana. A Managing Committee was also appointed, 
which consisted of 12 persons, including the two Munsarims and ten other 
leading Vaishnavas from Nathdwara, Bombay, Calcutta, Ahmedabad- 
Rajkot and Madras, as members. This arrangement about the adminis¬ 
tration of Nathdwara continued to operate until Shri Govind Lalji attained 
majority in 1948, except that, from time to time, at the instance of the 
Udaipur Darbar, there was a change in the personnel of the Munsarims. 
The above order was confirmed by a regular P arm an issued by the Maha- 
rana of Udaipur and under his signature (Ex. 62). The Darbar held (i) 
that the Shrine of Shri Nathji had always been and is a religious institution 
for’ the followers of the Vaishnava Sampradaya and all the properties, 



17 


movable and immovable, offered to the Deity were the properties of the 
Shrine and “the Tilkayat Maharaj for the time being is merely a custodian, 
manager, and trustee of the said properties of the Shrine”; (ii) that the 
Udaipur Darbar had absolute right to supervise that the property dedicated 
to the Shrine is used for legitimate purposes of the Shrine; (iii) that although 
the succession to the Gadi of the Tilkayat Maharaj was regulated by the law 
of primogeniture, “the Udaipur Darbar has the absolute right to depose 
any Tilkayat Maharaj for the time being”, if the Maharaj was found unfit 
or for the same reason disqualify any person from succeeding to the Gadi; 
and (iv) that during the minority of the Tilkayat Maharaj, the Udaipur 
Darbar had “the absolute authority to take any measures for the manage¬ 
ment of the Shrine and its properties”. Accordingly Shri Damodar Lalji 
was declared unfit to occupy the Gadi and the succession of Goswami Govind 
Lalji to the Gadi of the Tilkayat Maharaj was approved. 


Shri Damodarlalji being dissatisfied with the above order of the 
Udaipur Darbar disinheriting him, instituted a suit in the Bombay High 
Court on 6t'h January, 1934 (Suit No.23 of 1934), impleading the Idols, 
the Munsarims, and the minor Govind Lalji, through a next friend, 
as party defendants. The Court appointed Receivers in that suit in respect, 
of the properties situated outside the State of Mewar. There was also a 
counter-claim filed on behalf of the Idols of Shri Nathji and Shri Navnit- 
priyaji through one Ranehhoddas Vandravandas Patwari of Rajkot. Da¬ 
modarlalji claimed in the suit that he was the owner of the Idols in questions, 
and was entitled as such to all the movable and immovable properties des¬ 
cribed in the plaint, and as owner he was also entitled to the offerings and 
Bhents made to these Idols. He disputed the order of the Udaipur Darbar 
appointing his son Govind Lalji as tt>e Tilkayat or high-priest of the said 
Idols. Tile plaint of the suit and the count ir-oalim are contained in a paper- 
book (Ex. 153), which has been placed on the record. Meanwhile, during 
the pendency of the said suit, Damodarlalji also carried on negotiations with 
the Udaipur Darbar praying to be installed as Tilkayat, and to withdraw 
the ban on his entry in Nathdwara (Ex. 99 dated 8-2-1935). The Darbar 
did not entertain his overtures. He was informed that in no case he oould 
be entrused with the management of the temple and the Seva of Shri Nathji, 
but in the interest of his son, he would do well to allow him to stay at Nath¬ 
dwara along with his mother (Ex. 100 dated 19-2-1935). He again sent a 
telegram on 4th March, 1935, requesting the Darbar to send two Sardars 
for consultation. The Darbar refused to accept his claim as the Tilkayat 
Goswami, hut directed that two nobles of the Darbar might be sent to him, 
enjoining at the same time that Damodarlalji should withdraw the cases 
instituted by him or on his behalf in the courts in British India, and the 
Tilkayat Goswami Govind Lalji should he allowed to come and stay at 
Nathdwara with his mother; and on compliance with the above conditions, 
the Darbar would consider whether an allowance might be given to Damodar¬ 
lalji according to the wishes of late Shri Goverdhan Lalji. The Darbar would 
tiien also consider the question of his entering Nathdwara without Hansa. 
(Ex. 101 dated 4th March, 1935, with orders on subsequent dates). Da¬ 
modarlalji then sought permission to enter Udaipur and have an auidence 
with the Maharana (Ex. 102 dated 14th April, 1935), and to withdraw nis 
suit. His persistence and importunities to get himself recognised as Tilkayat 
by the Darbar met with no enoouragement, and eventually he offered un¬ 
conditionally to withdraw his suit poniiug in the Bombay High Ooutfc, 
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which he did on 8th August, 1935. The couter-claim filed.on behalf of th< 
Idols, however, '-continued and was ultimately referred to the arbitratioi 
of Sir ’Ghimanlal Setalvad, and ended in a decree on the basis of the aw an 
given by the said arbitrator as modified by a consent order. It was declare( 
that “all properties moveable and immoveable and all offerings and bheti 
donated, dedicated, offered or presented to the Idol of Shri Nathji at Nath 
dwara in Udaipur State or for its worships or benefit, beloftg to the Idc 
of Shri Nathji and tile said Idol of Shri Nathji the first plaintiff to the coun 
ter-claim is the Owner thereof”, and that“all properties donated, dedicated 
offered or presented in the name of the Tilkayat Maharaj for the time bein 
or in the name of or at the Krishna Bhandar at Natbdwara or in the nam 
of or.at any of the Sub-Bhandars and Pedhis, if donated, dedicated, offere 
or presented for the worship or for the benefit of the said Idol of Shri Nath 
belong to the said Idol of Shri Nathiji and the said Idol of Shri Nathji is tl 
Owner thereof”. In the meanwhile the hectic career of Shri Damodarlal 
came to an end, when he died at Udaipur on 2nd August, 1936. 

Administration during minority of Tilkayat Govind iMlji. 

The narration of the historical background would not be oomple 
unless I referred also to the nature of the administration during the peril 
that the Munsarims and the Managing Committee appointed bv the Udaip 
Darbar were in charge of the Administration of the Nathwdara Thikan 
and the steps which the said Darbar had taken to have inventories of t! 
properties of the Thikana prepared from time to time. • The report of SI 
Yamuna Lai Dashora (Ex.91) shows that on 30tli May, 1935, the min 
Tilkayat Shri Govind Lalji was taken to Nathdwara.- There is no dire 
evidence whether his mother Bhagirathi Bahuji also accompained hi) 
The report merely shows that Shri Damodarlalji stayed at Udaipur wi 
Hansa until his death; but Hansa continued to 1 ive there for several montl 
whereafter she left for Delhi in May, 1938, and died on ,16th June, 19‘ 
The report is, however silent about the whereabouts of Bhagirathi Bahv 
In view of the fact that Govindla-lji was a young boy of eight or nine ye; 
at the time, I presume (notwithstanding the argument of Shri Garg a 
Shri Hajela to the contrary) that his mother must have accompanied h 
to N ithdwara, and may have been staying with him there to look after 1 
son, even though her husband Damodarlalji lived in Udaipur with his 
loved Hansa. The presumption is strenthened by the fact that the Udai] 
Darbar also insisted that Tilkayat Goswami Govind Lalji and his mot 
should go and stay at Nathdwara (Ex.101). This factor has some bear 
on the question whether there could be any seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji 
the cloth covering the locks of Kotha A, as alleged by the Tilkayat and so 
of the other witnesses—an assertion which has been seriously contested bei 
me and for which, as the evidence shows, there appears to be ample justif 
lion. For the present I propose to confine my attention to a considerai 
of the steps which were taken by the Udaipur Darbar to have a full i 
complete inventory of the properties belonging to Shri Nathji and the ] 
sorial properties of the Tilkayat prepared, and the obstructions, which v 
placed from time to time by designing persons, in particular the Vrijbf 
in fulf.lment of. that object. Tne Vrijbasis consist of four different comm’ 
ties viz., Brahmins; Gujars, Jats, etc. who claim their forefathers came f 
Vrij along with the Idol. These Vrijbasis serve the temple in one capa 
or another and appear to bear strong allegiance to the Tilkayat. 
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The policy of the Udaipur Darbar in having the inventories prepared 
for the protection of the properties of the Idols and the personal properties 
of the Tilkayat was in -consonance with the resolutions of the Managing 
Committee itself, which had been formed under the orders of the Darbar 
to guide the Munsarims in their administration of the Nathdwara Thikana. 
Even at some of its earliest sittings after the committee had adopted the rules 
of procedure, and elected its President and Secretary, the Committee remo¬ 
ved on 21st May, 1934, that a list of the Bhents presented should be pre¬ 
pared and placed before the meetings of the Committee. The minutes 
dated 24th December, 1934, show that one such list was presented to the 
Committee on 24th December, 4934, in respect of Bhents or gifts of articles 
received during the previous fifteen months. Paragraph 32 of the minutes 
also shows that the Committee enquired of the Munsarims whether there 
was any list of the articles in the Gahnaghar, and whether the same had been 
checked and verified; when they were informed that whatever ornaments 
etc. were offered in Bhent, a receipt thereof was granted to the donor or 
the person offering them, and the said offerings were entered in the books 
(Chopras) of Bhents and kept in the custody of the Daroga Gahnaghar; 
at the end of the month, the Munsarims verified the articles with the entries 
in the receipts and Chopras, and stored them in the Bara Gahanaghar. A key 
of the Bara Gahanaghar was kept with one of the Munsarims, and the 
Gahanaghar was not opened until both the Munsarims and the Gahanaghar 
Daroga or the Naib Daroga were present The articles needed for Utsava or 
festivals keptin'the Bara andChhota Gahanghars, e.g., Jarao Chauki, Bangla, 
Chokhata, Kvleh, .Pag, Tipara etc. were similarly’taken out in the presence 
of the said officers. The ornaments and articles for daily use of Shri Nathji 
as also for festive occasions were kept in the custody of Mukhiyaji, of which 
a complete list was maintained in the Gahnaghar signed by the Mukhayaji, 
but the same had not been verified. The minutes also refer to a big box 
in the Bara Gahanaghar which was locked and the key whereof was said to be 
with the Maharaj Saheb (namely late Goverdhan Lalji). Similarly it was 
said that two of the rooms in the Bara Gahanghar were also locked by Maharaj 

Saheb, and it was not known what articles were contained in those rooms. 

Gahanghars of Shri Nathji and “Akkhand Kotha” 

It would appear from the site plan Ex. 16 and my Inspection Note, 
dated 25th July, 1959, that rooms A,B and C form part, of one block of rooms 
in the Gahanaghar. There is also a door (D) in room C, which leads to another 
room, and that room opens towards tne Bara zenana side. Rooms A,B,C 
appear to have a common ceiling,wherastheceilingoftheroominwhich door 
D opens is lower than the ceiling of these rooms. The evidence discloses 
that the Gahanaghar Kotha consists of two Kothas, one popularly known as 
Bara Kotha and the other known as Chhota Kotha. Room E is without anv 
dispute, the Chhota Kota, but some of the witnesses have tried to confine the 
Bara Kotha only to room B, excluding room A and even room C. It will be, 
however, clear from the evidence that the Bara Kotha consists, not only of 
roomsB and C, but also of room A, which was the room in which the valuables 
were found on the relevant date, and of the small room adjacent to room 0 
in which door D opens. The site plan itself would indicate that room A is 
in the nature of a strongroom in the Bara Kotha of tne G vhanaghar enclosed 
on all sides, and there is no access to this room, except through room B of 
the Gahanghar Kotha. The doors of both rooms B and F open in the covered 
verandah L 
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Evidently it appears from the above recital in the minutes that the 
two rooms in the Bara Gahanaghar which were locked by Maharaj Saheb, 
referred to Kotha A and the room beyond door D, which all appeared to be 
part and parcel of the Bara Gahanaghar, while the big box appears to be the 
box lying in room 0 of the Gahanaghar to which Kalyan Das (W.34) refers 
in his evidence. The proceeding of the Committee meeting on 3lst October, 
1933 also shows that some sounds were heard coming out at night from 
a Kotha of Nij Baithak. The members of the Committee got that room 
opened and wanted to have some stone removed from the room when one 
Vrijbasi suddenly entered without permission and obstructed the removal of 
t he stone He further told the members of the Committee that no inventory 
or list of the articles in the Thikana should be prepared without informing 
them or at least until Govind Lalji, the Tilkavat, went to stay in the 
Thikana.. Though the Committee did not agree to the suggestion of the 
Vrijbasi, the Committee apprehended that there would be serious disturbance 
at the instance of the Vrijbasis, if the Committee proceeded to make 
inventories of the articles, inspite of their opposition. The Committee 
accordingly resolved to inform the Darbar about the situation. 


Inventories in 1935. 

Notwithstanding such opposition, the Udaipur Darbar, from time to 
time, did order preparation of inventories of the valuables in the Thikana. 
One such order was passed on 24th July, 1935, being order No.1928, dircc- 
(ing an inventory of the contents of Bara Kotha and Chhota Kotha of the 
Gahanaghar’ of Shri Nathji and those of the Nij Baithak, to be made by the 
Munsarims Pt.Ramakant Malviya and B.BinduialBhattacharya, as also Shri 
Gambhir Singh and others. In pursuance of that direction inventories of the 
articles found in the Gahanaghar Kotbas were prepared and entered at 
pages 1 to 198 of the Bahis. A copy of the inventory was sent to the office 
of the Nathdwara Munsarims, which has since been produced by the Krishna 
Bhandar in the present proceeding, while the original was sent to the Darbar. 
This, of oourse, is not available; but that would not make any difference, 
when the other copy which is in the nature of a counter-part, has been 
presented to the Commission. The original Bahis from which verifications 
were made were handed over to Shri Bindulalji. It may be that Ex. 19 
is one of those original Bahis. During the course of preparation of the 
inventory,it was also found that there was a Kothakonwn as“AktiandKo‘ ha”, 
wherein articles were stored by Gosainji. The reference by Gosainji was 
evidently to late Shri Goverdhan Lalji. There was no inventory made in 
respect of the contents of this Kotha, because there was an objection raised 
by the employees of the temple. All these facts appear from the report of Shri 
Gambhir Singhji, dated Vaishakh Sudi 5, Samwat 1992, which corresponds 
to 24fch April, 1935 (Ex.80). The note shows that the “Akhand Kotha” 
was definitely a part of the Gahanaghar,as the direction of the Darbar was 
for preparation of inventories of the Bara and Chhota Kothas of Shri 
Nathji’s Gahanaghar. We have already seen from the Minute Book that two 
of the rooms in the Bara Kotha were locked by Gosainji, and the keys had 
been taken by him. These rooms in the Gahanaghar do not appear to have 
been opened at the time and no inventories were prepared of their contents 
due to the opposition offered; all that the officers did at the time was to 
paste paper oliits on those doors with their signatures and seal them. The 
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Krishna Bhandar books with reference to the inventories indicate that the 
inventory of the Chhota Kotha of Shri Nathji’s Gahanaghav commepccd on 
the 17th of September, 1035, and (hat of the Bara Kotha on the 19th ot 
September, and the inventories were completed on the 24th of that month 
i.e. 24th September, 1935. It is significant to compare in this connection the 
dates on the chits of paper pasted on the door of room A and doer D, as they 
we e found when the locks on the doors were broken open on the 25th Decem¬ 
ber. 1957, These chits of paper appear to have borne tne same date at the 
time they were sealed originally. There isno doubtthat the year on the chit of 
paper found on the door of room A bore the year 1935 and the date given 
thereon is 24rh, but the month appeals to have been missing because that 
portion of toe chit has since been lost or destroyed. That the same date was 
there o i the obit of paper fixed on door D is definitely borne out by 
Ex. 85 A, which is a subsequent report of the inventories prepared in April, 
1941, to which I shall immediat ely refer. The paper chit on the door-leaves 
of Kotha A bore the signatures of RamakantMalviyaandBindulalBhatta- 
oh ary a, while that on door D bore the signatures of Gambhir Singh and Rama* 
kant Malviya All these officers were party to the preparation of the inventories. 
The net result, as we find from this report, is that the contents of Kotha 
A or that of the other Kotha beyond door D oould not be inventoried on that 
occasion,and the matter had to be reported to the Darbar because there was 
objection raised by the employees of the temple to the preparation of any 
such inventory. In consequence, there does not appear to have been 
any inventory of the Nij Baithak either. 

This report of Gambhir Singhji was considered by the members of the 
Committee on 20th June, 1936 (Ex. 109A). The Committee observed that 
the members were likely to visit Udaipur, when they would have a talk with 
the then Dewan Bahadur Shri Dharam Narainji about the preparation of the 
inventories of the Ahkand Kotha. The matter, however, could not prog¬ 
ress any further. The minutes of 23rd October, 1936, show that a maid¬ 
servant Goran Bai presented herself before the members of the Committee, 
and stated that Bahuji Maharaj had come to learn that the Baithak Khazana 
was likley to be opened for the preparation of inventory ; but if that were 
done, she would sacrifice her life. Naturally this obstinate resistance on the 
part of Bahuji Maharaj must have deterred the members of the Committee 
from proceeding any further in the making of inventories of the articles and 
valuables in the Thikana, and ultimately on 15th February, 1938, the Com¬ 
mittee thought it advisable for the nonce to drop the idea of the opening of 
the “Akhand Kotha”. The resolution is to the effect that the Committee 
did not consider it necessary to give any opinion about the opening of the 
“Akhand Kotha”. Bhagirathji Bahuji died some time on or about 27th 
February, 1939, at Bombay, where she was ailing, and is alleged to have 
executed a will on 23rd February, 1939. Although the will has not been 
probated, for purposes of this proceeding, I have admitted a copy of the will 
on the record, and I will have to examine the arguments which Mr. Jain has 
advanced on the basis of that document. On the death of Bahuji Maharaj, 
the Darbar again took up the question of preparation of inventories, hop¬ 
ing that there would be no more obstruction thereto. 

Inventories in 1941. 

This leads us to a consideration of the steps taken by the Udaipur 
Darbar in 1941, We know from previous record that much of the valuables 
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of the Thikana had been already removed by Shri Damodar Lalji and even 
by Shfi Gpverdhan Lalji, and squandered by the former. The Darbar was 
naturally anxious in the interest of the temple and the minor Tilkayat that 
it should have a complete list of the properties that were still preserved in 
the various treasure rooms of the Thikana ; but hopes of smooth-sailing 
in the matter were again belied. There was opposition from different quar¬ 
ters. Betiji, the eledest sister of the Tilkayat Maharaj and perhaps the 
eldest member in the family, male or female, appears to have been as much 
opposed to the action of the Darbar as her late mother. There was also an 
agitation engineered against the move by some of the local residents of 
Nathdwara. The Darbar was, however, quite film on this occasion. It 
posted even a detachment of the military at Nathdwara to deal with the situa¬ 
tion, and arrested various persons responsible for the agitation, including one 
Shri Kishan Lai Sharma (at present an M.L.A.)and Shri Narendra- Pal Singh 
Ohaudhari, who appear to have been at the time two intimate political asso¬ 
ciates of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, the present Chief Minister of Rajasthan. 
In fact, Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari (W. 33) has trie d to dr Eg in the name 
of Shri Sukhadia also in connection with that agitation, though the latter has 
denied that he had anything to do with the matter. (W. 40 at page 533 ol 
his evidence). I will deal with this aspect- of the question when I come to 
discuss the part attributed to Shri Sukhadia in connection with the episode 
under inquiry. 

A hand-out issued by the Mewar Government on 5th April, 1941, (Ex. 
234) for the information of the public at large and the Vaishnavas in general, 
gives in detail the reasons for undertaking the preparation of inventories. 
The hand-out was intended to allay misgivings and counteract mischievous 
rumours about the intentions of the Mewar Government and the manner in 
which it had to operate at Nathdwara. It gives the reasons for deposing 
Damodarlalji and installing his son Govind Lalji as Tilkayat on the death of 
Shri Goverdhan Lalji. It refers to the removal of property and valuables 
contained in various boxes which Shri Goverdhan Lalji had taken with him 
from Nathdwara, and which on his death were appropriated by Damcdar- 
lalji, and the failure of all efforts on the part of the State to recover those ar¬ 
ticles on behalf of the minor and the absence of any record about the con¬ 
tents of those boxes. Then it refers to the heavy responsibility which the 
Mewar Darbar had concerning the property of the famous temple at 
Nathdwara, specially during the minority of the Tilkayat, and details 
the reasons for having an inventory made of the properties therein. The 
handout rightly points out that the primaiy duty of the Court of Wauls 
was to prepare an inventory of the properties of the temple and the minor. 
If that duty was not performed the minor on coming of age would he in 
a position to complain that the Court had not protected his interests and 
property. There might be also protest on behalf of the temple that its 
properties got mixed up with the properties of the Tilkayat Maharaj, and ro 
attempt was made to secure the same. It also refers to the fact that there 
may be documents, bonds, etc. in those rooms, which may suffer from limita¬ 
tion. It further says that owing to the oppsition of Bahuji Maharaj and 
Betiji an inventory of the property, which the Tilkayat Goswami Goverdhan 
Lalji left behind him in the Baithak of his residence, could not be made ar.d 
the efforts of the Advisory Committee to obtain their consent proved a 
failure. Bahuji Ma' araj having died ir> 1939 at Bombay, the Government 
of Mewar ultimately succeeded in persuading Betiji to give her consent 
to the preparation of inventory in writing and so the process of preparing 
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inventories was being carried- on in an atmosphere of complete 
tranquility. The hand-out ends up with the following assurance:— 

“The preparation of the inventory has now commenced, but it 
will take some days before it is completed. The task is being carried 
out in an atmosphere of complete tranquility. Those who know 
this State and its Ruler do not need to be reassured that there is no 
intention to get placed in State Treasury whatever may be found 
in the Baithak. All that is found will be stored back after preparing 
an inventory. The State does not covet to take away the treasure 
of Nathdwara. The State, which gave an asylum to the Goswami 
Maharaj of Mathura and granted him a jagir in gift, and which has 
from time to time augmented his estate, undertook the management 
in 1933. and since then has given large sums to fill up the gap between 
income and expenditure.” 

We find that on this occasion the Darbar sent a team of officers 
headed by the then Finance Minister Rai Bahadur Prabhas Chandra Chatter- 
jee to Nathdwara to take up the work of preparing inventories. In the 
action taken by the Darbar it was not possible obviously, having regard 
to the atmosphere then prevailing, to expect any co operation from the 
temple staff or the personal staff of Maharaj Shri, who w ere more likely to 
mislead than to assist the party. There had been also various.changes 
in the personnel of Munsarims. Madan Mohan Lai had already died some 
time in August. 1934, and Pt. Ramakant Malviya had left service of the 
Thikana. One Gopi Nath Ojha, who was the Munsarim in 1940, had been 
replaced by Shri Bindu Lai Bhaftacharya, who, as we know', had been the 
Munsarim some time earlier. This Gopi Nath Ojha, as we shall see later, 
had to be removed from his post due to various misdeeds. The team of 
officers sent for preparation of the inventory, which was headed by the 
then Finance Minister, nevertheless consisted, inter alia, of Pt. Gopi Nath 
Ojha, the ex-Munsarim. Balm Bindu Lai Bhattacharya, the then Munsarim. 
Thakur Gambhir Singhji, Adhikari Ranchhor Lalji, and Pt. Yamunalal 
Dashora (W. 16). The other persons accompanying the party w'ere either 
officers of the Government or the employees of t he temple. As we shall 
soon see, there is a significance attaching to the prominent figures who 
participated in the proceeding. None of these persons, save Shri Yamuna 
Lai Dashora, could be examined by the Commission, as most of them were 
dead. 


On the 24th of March, 1941, in the afternoon the party proceeded 
to the Baithak of Goswamiji Maharaj to make an inventory of the.valuable 
articles contained therein. They at first tried to get the keys from Bari 
Betiji Maharaj, Shrhnati Surya Prabhaji, but since she pleaded that she 
had riot the keys with her, the locks of various rooms were broken-open 
and inventories made of the contents thereof. There were as many as 
seven treasure-rooms in the Baithak. The process of inventory continued 
from day to day till the 2nd of April, 1941, and the total valuation of the 
properties so inventoried came to Rs. 9,65,929/13/3. Paper chits were 
found pasted on the doors of the rooms in the Baithak bearing signatures 
and seals of various dates, but it is notewortln that there was not a single 
seal of Bahuji Maharaj on anyone of them: (vide Exs. 83 and 85-Ex. 89). 

On 3rd April, 1941, the work of preparing an inventory of the Tosha- 
khaoa of jPahuji Maharaj was taken up as described in Ex. BO (Ex. 84). 



24 


This Toshakhana was in the Zenana Baithak, to which there were two 
entrances, one of them being on the northern side and the other from the 
Mardana Baithak. At both these entrances there were guards and even 
military sentinels posted, presumably to avoid interference. The document 
gives a detailed description of the approach to the Toshakhana of Bahuji 
and its condition at the time, with which we need not be detained at present. 
It is to be noticed, however, that the paper chits on the door bore the seals 
of Bahuji Maharaj Bhagirathiji in Hindi in addition to the seals of the 
Krishna Bhandar in English. On the first chit there is also a note that it 
was pasted under orders of Shrimati Bahuji Masharaj on Toshakhana near 
the Pirozi room when she left for Bombay on 9th November, 1938. The 
second chit bears the signature of Gambhir Singhji only with the date 
14-3-39. The cloth covering the two locks on the door also had the seals 
of Bahuji Maharaj. On the upper lock there were as many as ten seals of 
Bahuji Maharaj in Hindi, while on the lower lock there were nine such 
seals. The cloth was removed, and Betiji Maharaj, on request, brought 
the keys and opened the locks. Gambhir Singhji, it appears, must have 
advisedly pasted the second chit on the Zenana Toshakhana after the death 
of Bahuji Maharaj. The process of inventory lasted from day to day until 
the 9th of April, 1941. The total valuation of the properties listed in the 
Zenana Toshakhana amounted to Rs. 10,51,152/9/9. 

On a review of the above materals two facts emerge clear. The first 
is that, quite apart from the Gahanaghar Kothas of Shri Nathji, Ihere was 
the Baithak Toshakhana of Goswamiji Mahraj as also the Zenana Toshakhana 
of Bahuji Maharaj, in which large quantities of valuables were stored, which, 
even on the valuation given in those documents in respect of the things 
inventoried, amounted to over Rs. 20 lakhs. Secondly, while in the Baithak 
Toshakhana of Goswamiji Maharaj, which was in the Mardana portion, 
there was absence of any seal of Bhagi rathi Bahuji Maharaj, there were 
such seals in plenty on the chits of paper and the cloth sewn over the 
locks of the Zenana Toshakhana . The absence ofBhagirathi Bahuji’s seals 
in the Baithak, except in her private Toshakhana, is very significant. 

“Akhand Kotha” or “Akhoot Bhandar 

It should be also remembered that the process of making inventories 
in these treasure rooms commenced on the 24th of March, 1941, and lasted 
till the 9th of April. 1941. Meanwhile, the Darbar was equally anxious 
about the preparation of an inventory of the articles in the Akhand Kotha. 
A report dated 9th April, 1941, sent to the Udaipur Darbar (Ex. 85 A) is 
very relevant in this context. It discloses that on 26th March, 1941 the 
Additional Secretary apprised the party making inventories at Nathdwara 
that there was some treasure in rooms which were, dosed on all sides. On 
28th March, 1941, there was a telegram sent in reply, in which it was stated 
that although the members of the party were under the same impression, the 
location of these treasures could not be t raced, but that they were making 
efforts to trace them out. The Darbar was, however, not satisfied, and 
on 2nd April, 1941, the Prime Minister himself sent a wire directing that, 
the occasion should be also utilised for preparing an inventory of “Shri 
Nathji’s Akhoot Bhandar”. The party understood that the said wire of 
the Prime Minister was in connection with letter of the Additional Secre¬ 
tary, and sent a reply the same day that they had not yet been able to 
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ascertain where this Akhoot Bhandar was, and that information would be 
sent when the same was located. The Darbar, however, persisted and 
pointed out by another telegram dated 3rd April, 1941, that the said Akhoot 
Bhandar was near the Bhandar of Shri Nathji, and that it was known to 
Gambhir Singhji. On inquiry Gambhir Singhji informed the party that in 
the past he had prepared an inventory of the Gahanaghar of Shri Nathji 
and at that time the people of the place had stated to him that “a room 
inside the Gahanaghar” contained the Akhoot Bhandar and so no inventory 
was made of that room and a chit was pasted thereon. I had better 
reproduce the actual words in vernacular :— 

il, fen 

nm «TTl” 

When Gambhir Singhji was asked to point out the Akhoot Bhandar he led 
the party to a door in the Gahanaghar which opens on the north. On en¬ 
tering that door there was another door on the left side, through which the 
party entered a long narrow room in which there was a door towards the 
south on the right hand side. Pointing to that door Gambhir Singhji said 
that the Akhoot Bhandar was reported to be on the other side of the door. 
Onthe door in quest ion there was a chit dated 24-9-35 bearing the signatures of 
Gambhir Singhji and Ramakantji; but the said chit having cracked, another 
chit dated 28-12-38 bearing the signatures of Gopi Nathji and Ranchhor 
Lalji was affixed. That chit was intact. The lock of that door was broken 
open. Inside there was a small room, which was found empty. In that 
room there was a door on the right hand side, and when the door was opened, 
it was found to contain shelves of stone slabs which were all empty. There 
was another door in the room towards the south, which led to the Bara 
Zenana. The door had locks on both sides, from inside the room as also 
from the side of Bara Zenana. When the locks were broken open the 
party entered the “Chaupar”, where Mamaji Maharaj lived in the Bara Zenana. 

If we follow the above description on the site plan, it would appear 
that the party entered room B, then they went into room C, and proceeded 
towards door D. After breaking open that door, they entered the smaller 
room on that side, the southern door of which opened towards Bara Zenana. 
The description of that room and the shelves made of stone slabs in the 
smaller room on the right hand side tally with the description of the room in 
question, as would appear from ray Inspection Note dated 25th July, 1959, 
Snri Yamunalal Dasiiora (W.16) in his deposition admits the same thing. 
He says: 


“On 9th April, 1941, I and Gambhir Singhji and several others 
whose signatures are there entered room B after opening door 0. 
Then we turned and entered room C. Then we reached, door D. 
Gambhir Singhji pointed out that beyond D is the Akhoot Bhandar. 
This was opened. But nothing was found in the room beyond door 
D. Beyond that room are the rooms and passages ultimately leading 
to the Baithak of Maharaj Shri as described in Ex. 85A.” 

The fact that this room, in which door D opened, was locked on both sides, 
namely, from the Gahanaghar side as also from the side of the Bara 



26 


Zenana shows that even this room could not have access from the Bara Ze¬ 
nana side, until the lock of the door from the Gahanaghar side was also opened, 
which leads to a reasonable inference that the room being adjoining the Gaha¬ 
naghar room C was also a part or component of the Gahanaghar, and intended 
for storing the articles of Shri Nathji. But evidently, it could not be the 
Akhoot Kotha, because it was not enclosed on all sides, and was not parti¬ 
cularly inside the Gahanaghar. The words “jo charon taraf se band kiye huva 
hain ” and “Gahanaghar ke under ke ek kamre ke babat” go to show that the 
reference to the “Akhoot Bhandar” was not in respect of this room, but was 
in respect of room A, whichmore appropriately answers to those descriptions. 
In any case, where was the difficulty in leading the party also to room A in 
the Gahanaghar, when the other room was found empty ? Yet it is somewhat 
surprising that neither Gambhir Singhji nor Bindu Lalji, who were in the 
party, and supposed to be responsible officers of the Mewar Government and 
theThikana, ever told them of the location of room A. That they knew about 
room A was undoubted. Gambhir Singhji was present at the time when the 
last inventory of the Gahanaghar was made in 1935, and so was Bindu Lai 
Bhattacharya. They had put their signatures on the chits of paper affixed 
on door D and the door of room A ; yet it passes my comprehension that these 
officers, inspite of the insistence of the Udaipur Darbar, as it appears from the 
various communications on the point, designedly failed to disclose the 
existence of this Kotha to the members of the party. I can hardly believe that 
both these officers suffered from mere lapse of memory. This report Ex. 85A 
has got to be read along with the report Ex. 80, and from a description of the 
“Akhoot Bhandar” and “AkhandKotha” in these twodocuments, there could 
be hardly any doubt in one’s mind that the reference was to Kotha A. It 
is difficult for me to understand why these officers behaved in the manner 
they did; but the fact remains that they did not disclose to the party the 
existence of Kotha A, and practically led the party to believe that there was 
no other Kotha inside the Gahanaghar. Otherwise, there is hardly any rea¬ 
son to assume that the party, led as it was by the Finance Minister, Rai Baha¬ 
dur Chatterjee, would not have prepared an inventory of the contents of 
this Kotha, and carried into effect the urgent directions of the Udaipur 
Darbar. 

The contention of Mr. Jain that they left it out of account, because it 
contained the personal properties of Goswamiji is without any substance. 
Even so, they would have made an inventory of the contents of this Kotha, 
when they had broken open the treasure rooms in Goswamiji’s Baithak and 
the Zenana Toshakhana and prepared inventories of the valuable articles 
contained in them. Mr. Jain’s argument is also based on the erroneous 
assumption that the entire party knew or must have known about the exis¬ 
tence of Kotha A, since, according to the learned counsel, there was no evi¬ 
dence to show that there were any almirahs in front of the door of Kotha A 
at the relevant time. This contention is clearly against the record. The 
evidence of Shri Yamuna Lai Dashora(W. 16) is very specific on the point 
He says : 

“Through door 0 I could observe the almirahs and the room to the 
extent it was visible. From door 0 I used to see two or three almirahs 
just opposite door O. I did not know of any other door at the back 
of the almirahs, nor was any such other door visible.” 

This clearly shows that Shri Yamuna Lai Dashora or the other members 
of the party, save and except the employees of the temple or the two offi¬ 
cer® named above, were not aware of the existence of Kotha A, They were 
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charged with the duty of making an inventory of the AkhootBhandar, and 
they would have certainly broken open or unlocked room A, and made an 
invetory of the contents thereof, if they had known of its existence. Again, 
at page 215 of his deposition Shri Yamuna Lai Dashora says : 

“At that time we did not know of the existence of room A, nor 
did any one present there tell us about the existence of this room A”. 

He again says that in 1941 when he entered the Gahanaghar for preparing 
an inventory, his attention was not directed to room A, nor did Shri Bindu Lai 
Bhattacharya tell him that there was a room in the Gahanaghar on which 
seals had been put and a paper chit was pasted containing his signature (vide, 
pages 220 and 226 of the depositions). The words “Akhand Kotha” and 
“Akhoot Bhandar” do not make much difference. These are figurative ways 
of describing the nature of the treasure room. “Akhoot” in Gujrati means 
inexhaustible, while "Akhand” means that which is whole or unbreakable. 
Figuratively both these expressions lead to the same connotation, i.e., a Bhan¬ 
dar which is inexhaustible ; or a treasure room which is one whole and can¬ 
not be broken into parts ; in other words a treasure room which endures 
perpetually or is everlasting and inexhaustible. Thus the attempt of the 
Udaipur Darbar to have an inventory of ‘‘Shri Nathji’s Akhoot Bhandar” 
or the contents of the Akhand Kotha prepared was foiled, and, I should think, 
sabotaged by two of its own officers who, evidently in collusion with the tem¬ 
ple employees and for reasons best known to them, concealed the existence 
of Kotha A from the party headed by the then Finance Minister and charged 
with the duty of preparing the inventories. 

The relevant inferences which arise from the above discussions may be 
conveniently summed up as follows 

(1) That the Gahanaghar Kothas were meant for the storage of 
valuables, presents and articles of Shri Nathji’s as distinguished from the 
personal properties of Tilkayat Maharaj and his family, which were stored in 
the Baithak Toshakhana or the Zenana Toshakhana ; 

(2) That the Gahanghar consisted of BaraKothaandChhotaKotha; 
the Bara Kotha comprised of rooms A, B andC, and even the small adjacent 
room beyond door D, in which there was a door towards the south opening 
in the verandh of the Bara Zenana, but that door remained locked from the 
side of the Gahanaghar; while the Chhota Kotha comprised of room F; 

(3) That room A, which was the room secured on all side3in the 
interior of the Bara Kotha of the Gahanaghar was the “Akhand Kotha” and 
contained the “Akhoot Bhandar” of Shri Nathji; 

(4) That this room was locked some time before Shri Goverdhan 
Lalji left for Simla in August, 1933, and died there; though the seals and the 
chit of paper were affixed on the door of this room in 1935; 

(5) That similarly door D and the room in which it op ms must 
have been locked at about the same time as Kotha A by Shri Goverdhan 
Lalji, though the chits of paper were also affixed on this door and sealed 
later in 1935, when the inventories were being prepared by the Munsarims 
and the officer of the Mewar Government. 
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The small room adjacent to room C, in which door D opens, no doubt 
appears to have been meant for storing articles, but I am unable to accept the 
suggestion of Shri Jain that the valuables contained therein must have been 
removed by Shri Goverdhan Lalji before he left for Simla. Any such assump¬ 
tion would be pure speculation, as there is nothing on the record to support 
it. The valuables taken by Shri Goverdhan Lalji were more likely to have 
been removed from his other treasure rooms. It appears from the Minutes 
of the Committee dated 10th November, 1942 (paragraph 16) that silver 
weighing 1,46,492 tolas and 7 annas, worth Rs. 86,860/7/-, was sold in 1934 
in Bombay, but the amount received was erroneously credited in the ac¬ 
counts of Maharaj Saheb, which the Committe by its resolution dated 18th 
October, 1943, credited to the account of Shri Nathji. All this silver 
weighing nearly about 46 maunds must have been stores in some of these 
rooms of the Gahanaghar Kotha of Shri Nathji; 

(6) That there appears to have been a regular and systematic arrange 
ment for storing the articles of Shri Nathji and the personal articles of the 
Goswami Maharaj in the respective Kothas belonging to them. This was 
the position not only during the time when the administration was carried 
on by the Munsarims on account of the minority of the present Tilkayat, 
but even during the preiod of his predecessors; and 

(7) That Kotha A or the “Akhand Kotha” was not opened in 1935 
when the contents of the Gahanaghar were inventoried due to the opposition 
of the temple employees. Even in 1941, when the military was posted at 
Nathdwara, and inventories of Maharaj Shri’s Baithak and Zenana Tosha- 
khanas were made, Kotha A, the door of which remained concealed behind 
almirahs, could not be opned, because those in the know of the Kotha did 
not disclose its existence to the party directed to prepare an inventory of 
its contents. 

The above conclusions are strengthened and fortified, as we probe 
further in to the evidence on record. The Tilkayat (W.15) himself has 
admitted: 

Different systems of storage of the 'properties of the Idol and those of the 

Tilkayat.—Kotah A, Akhand Kotha or Akhoot Bhandar. 

“Records pertaining to my personal property are in my possession, 
and those of Shri Nathji are in Krishna Bhandar. The records per¬ 
taining to those temples which are regarded as my personal are in 
my possession. The records which I have mentioned above and 
which are in my possession relate to a very long period ever since 
the times of my predecessors. -Similar is the position of the record 
of Krishna Bhandar. In fact the records of the Krishna Bhandar 
have always been kept separately in the Krishna Bhandar as distin¬ 
guished from the records of my personal properties.” 

Later he says:— 

“My personal properties are kept in the Toshakhana, the keys 
of which are either in my possession or in the possession of my wife 
or some servants. They are kept either in safes, lockers or rooms 
as found convenient.” 
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He then refers to the system about the presentation of Bhents, and 
says :— 


“It is a fact that the Bhents which are offered to the Deity are 
either presented to the Idol in the sanctum or placed in the golak 
or sent by post addressed to Shri Nathji. Similarly offerings made 
to Tilkayats personally are either made personally or sent through 
post. It also happens that sometimes offerings made to Shri Nathji 
are made through the Tilkayats and if the Vaishnavas want to pay 
for the Bhog offered to the Deity, then the amount can be offered 
only through the Tilkayat who makes arrangements therefor. Simi¬ 
larly offerings made to Shri Nathji for any ceremonial functions are 
also made through the Tilkayats. Other offerings also made to Shri 
Nathji are sometimes made through the Tilkayats, which the Tilkayats 
later hand over to the Krishna Bhandar or the Gahanaghar. This 
has been the practice ever since the times of my predecessors.” 

I shall discuss later how he has gone back upon some of these statements. 
Whether he did so at his own instance or under erroneous advice, it is not for 
me to say; but in any case in so prevaricating, he appears to have lost sight 
of his sacred lineage and the sacerdotal position, which he occupied amongst 
the Vaishnavas as the high-priest of Shri Nathji. Kalyan Das (W. 34), who 
was summoned to depose on behalf of the Tilkayat has admitted the very 
same position. When examined by Shri Garg with reference to the entries 
in the account books he stated as follows :— 

“Ex. 19 is an account-book of Bhents, and postings are made in 
this book from the receipt book. Bhents used to come to Gahanaghar 
office, and I used to issue receipts and make entries thereof in this 
book. I entered the Bhents in Ex. 19 as presented from day to day 
from pages 357 to pages 369. The entries in this book referred only 
to the presents or Bhents offered to Shri Nathji and not to any one 
else. This was along with other Chopras in the Gahanaghar. At the 
end of each month the Bhents were classified into three heads of 
gold, silver and jewellery, and they were accordingly stored in the 
Gahanaghar in different bags. Chits were pasted on the articles 
according to their serial number, and where the chits could not be 
pasted, they were labelled as such, and after being placed in different 
bags, stored in a wooden box lying in the Gahanaghar Kotha C, and 
that abstract was shown in this book of account itself. The offerings 
were brought to us by the Samadhani who also signed the counterpart 
of the receipt.” 

At another place, when examined by the Commission about various other 
entries in Ex. 19, the witness says:— 

“I admit that on such occasions when Bhents were made for 
Shri Nathji in the Baithak of Maharaj Shri and the donor wanted 
receipts, those Bhents were sent to Gahanaghar and entries thereof 
were made. When Tilkayatji himself made presents to Shri Nathji, 
entries thereof were made in the temple Bahi. At page 265 of this 
book there is an entry which reads that Shri Goverdhan Lalji Maharaj 
had presented to f thi a diamond ‘Har’ containing 40 pieces of 

diamond which was valued tt Rs. 4,131/6/-, for which receipt No. 
159 had been given to Tilkayat Maharaj. The entry further shows 
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that there was an emerald pendant in that which had been taken 
out and replaced by another diamond pendant. (The witneES adds 
that a reference to this replacement may be found in the Gahanaghar 
Rokar Bahi. The witness further adds that this Bhent need not 
necessarily have been made by Maharaj Shri, but it was due to the 
fact that some Vaishnava presented this Bhent and wanted to conceal 
his name, or it was on account of the exchange). I presume so 
because there is no entry that this present was sent to the temple.” 


Then again in regard to certain other entries the witness admitted as 
follows :— 

“The expression ‘Shri Kotha Khate Udhar’, as entered on some 
of the pages of this Bahi Ex. 19, shows that the article was placed in 
Gahanaghar Kotha in charge of the Gahanaghar Darogha. I cannot, 
however, say what the expression ‘Shri Hazur Khate Udhar’ means. 
I can say about it after looking into the Rokar. The entry at page 
233 of Ex. 19 shows the presentation of an octagonal gold plate 
weighing 109 \ tolas by the trustees of Nandi Bai. The entry at page 
235 shows that this article was also sent to Gahanaghar Bara Kotha. 
The entry at page 226 of the book shows a present of a gold Katori 
weighing 22£ tolas made to Shri Nathji through Tilkayat Goverdhan 
Lalji by Balabhai Damodar of Ahmedabad. At the same page entry 
No. 15 shows the present of a gold Katori weighing 14 tolas ar.d one 
ratti presented to Shri Nathji by Bukshmani Bahuji through Rani 
Bahuji. Item No. 16 refers to another present of a gold Katori 
weighing I2f tolas made to Shri Nathji by Shakarlal Balabhai through 
Damodarlalji. 

Note :—The witness states that all these entries refer to the 
presents made by the members of the same family : Bala Bhai 
Damodardas, his wife Rukshmani Bai and his son Shakarlal Bala 
Bhai. 

All these presents were to Shri Nathji though made through M haraj 
Shri, Rani Bahuji and Baba Sahib. (The witness further explains 
that although Rani Bahuji was dead, her name was there and the 
presents were handed over to Maharaj Shri.)” 


It is obvious from his evidence that he could not name any instance in any 
period in which Maharaj Shri retained any such Bhent offered to Shri 
Nathji. On the contrary his evidence shows that even the Bhents offered 
to Shri Nathji through the members of the family of the Tilkayat Maharaj 
were treated as offerings to Shri Nathji and sent to Gahanaghar, and they 
were entered in the Gahanaghar book Ex. 19, and not treated as offerings 
made to Maharaj Shri himself or to his son and wife. In fact it appears 
that when the Tilkayat Maharaj made presents to Shri Nathji, entries 
thereof were made in the temple bahi, and for which he obtained receipts 
like any other donor. As stated by Kalyan Das, even if Maharaj Shri kept 
any offering made to Shri Nathji for his personal use, be compensated Shri 
Nathji by giving gold etc. for the same. All this belies the contention that 
the Tilkayat Maharaj Goverdhan Lalji or his ancestors treated the property 
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of Shri Nathji as their own, and dealt with the same as they chose. Shri 
Yamuna Lai Dashora deposes to the same effect. He says : 

“It is true that the articles found in the Gahanaghar and Navnit 
Priyaji and Shri Nathji’s temples were separately listed, while 11 ose 
found in personal Toshakhana and Zenana Toshakhana were separately 
listed, and as such a distinction was made. I am sure that Bhents 
were offered separately to Shri Nathji and to Navnit Priyaji as well as 
to Goswamiji and these Bhents were separately recorded. Articles 
offered to Shri Nathji were never credited to Goswamiji. An attempt 
was made at one time to send the bags containing the offerings to 
Shri Nathji to theBaithakofMaharaj Shri, as they said it was according 
to old custom, but I did not allow this. Bhents offered to Maharaj 
Shri were never credited to Shri Nathji and vice versa.” (W. 16 Page 
219). 

The fact that Kotha A was the Akhand Kotha should have been 
placed beyond any pale of controversy in this proceeding. Quite apart 
from the inference arising on those reports, in the writ petition before the 
High Court filed on 24th March, 1958, as also in the arguments before the 
Hon’ble Judges it was throughout assumed that Kotha A was the “Akhand 
Kotha” (vide judgements). This was again categorically admitted in the 
application filed before the City Magistrate, Jaipur, in connection with 
the Amber seizure, (vide Ex. 164). It is unfortunate that inspite of all 
this material and even admissions made on his behalf in solemn proceedings 
of courts, Maharaj Shri should have thought fit to deny the existence of any 
Akhand Kotha, and to assert in this proceeding that the Akhand Kotha in 
question did not refer to room A. I will have to make my comments on 
these prevarications in his evidence at an appropriate place. 

Attainment of majority by Tilkayat and his dealings with the properties. 

I will now pass on to another chronological landmark in the development 
of events at Nathdwara. In April, 1948, Tilkayat Govind Lalji attained 
majority. The administration of the Court of Wards terminated with all its 
paraphernalia and Shri Yamunalal Dashora was deputed to hand over charge 
to the Tilkayat and on 29th April, 1948, he submitted a report to the Mahak- 
ma Khas External Affairs Department of the Mewar State showing that he 
had delivered charge (Ex. 88). He was deputed to hand over charge because 
as a member of the Advisory Committee he was associated with the prepara¬ 
tion of inventories regarding the “personal Toshakhana of Goswamiji (Ex. 
89) and also regarding the Zenana Toshakhana (Ex. 90)”. After handing 
over copies of the lists and the articles he obtained signatures of Maharaj 
Shri on the documents in proof of such receipt and returned the registers 
bearing his signatures to the Mahakma Khas (Exs. 89 A and 89 B and also 
Exs. 90 A and 90 B). If Tilkayat Govind Lalji, after assuming the reins of 
administration, had conducted himself in the best interest of Shri Nathji 
and his own interest as the high-priest of the Deity, the condition of Nath¬ 
dwara would have been quite different, and the unfortunate episode of the 
25th of December, 1957, might never have happened in the manner it did, 
without consultation of the members of the then Managing Committee and 
without even the preparation of an inventory. Though just emerging from 
minority, his position as the high-perist or Tilkayat Goswami of the temple 
required him to be “young in years, in judgment old”, to cultivate wisdom 
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instead of the recklessness of youth, to devote himself to the Seva and Pooja 
of Shri Nathji instead of losing himself in the pleasures and luxuries of life, 
provided in cities like Bombay and Delhi. The duties of the Tilkayat Maha- 
raj, as he himself admits in the written statement filed in section 92 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure proceeding (Ex. 154) was to preside over the worship 
of the Idol, manage its properties, and fact as the religious and spiritual head 
of the Pushtimarg and the Vallabhi Sampradaya. Unfortunately, as the 
evidence reveals, the expectations entertained of him proved quite futile. 

I hope in saying so I am not being harsh to the young Tilkayat, and ignore the 
appeal made by his learned counsel Shri Jain that in judging his conduct I 
should make allowances for his youth and inexperience. His disciples de¬ 
voted to his personality might well be kind to his virtues and blind to his 
faults ; but one who has to act in the light of cold reason and on the basis of 
hard facts cannot afford to do so. One cannot be blind to his faults which 
in this case are too glaring to excape notice. 

Almost soon after the Tilkayat Maharaj assumed the charge of the 
administration, and became sui juris, he entered into a transaction which has 
been characterised in this proceeding as the “Mundhra Deal”. A report of 
Shri Yamunalal Dashora dated 22-8-1938 (Ex. 92) gives some idea of the 
financial complications with which the Thikana was faced due to the prob¬ 
lems arising on the affair which Shri Damodarlalji had with Hansa, and the 
consequent fall and diminution of the income of the Thikana. It tells us 
that these affairs had created a great deal of commotion amongst the Vaish- 
navas who had come to imbibe a sort of hatred or contempt for the 
character of the Bal Goswami with the result that the number of 
visitors to Nathdwara, who made offerings, had very much dwindled. 
Then again the litigations which followed caused a hea^v drain 
on the purse of the Thikana, while on the other hand the income from the 
various Perhis in British India due to the appointment of Receivers had 
stopped and there was for the time being an embargo also placed on the 
income accruing from properties in the princely States. Owing to the above 
complications the then management was faced with the problem of meeting 
these heavy expenses and improving the financial condition of the estate. 
It appears, however, that the management was able to tide over much of this 
difficulty. Maharaj Shri says that there was “some deficit when I took over 
from the Court of Wards” (see page 201, in answer to the Commission’s 
question on 6-6-59). Later, however, when further examined by his own 
counsel he says that he thought that there was a “deficit of 12-14 lakhs at 
the time the Court of Wards handed over charge of the estate to me.” Be 
that as it may, the point of importance is that the management needed 
careful stewardship even when it passed into the hands of Maharaj Shri, and 
it is in this background that the transactions which follow have to be con¬ 
sidered. 


Mundhra Deal, purchases of several bungalows and debts. 

The Tilkayat Maharaj admits that in 1948 he had transactions with Shri 
Gwal Das Mundhra, father of Shri Hari Das Mundhra in Calcutta regarding 
sale of ornaments valued at 15 or 16 lakhs of rupees. A part of the considera¬ 
tion was paid by transfer of shares of Richardson and Crudas, said to be 
worth Rs. 5,70,000/-, and a part by execution of Hundis. He also admits 
that he had no other record to show that the articles sold were his own and not 
that of the Krishna Bhandar, except the list prepared by the Court of Wards 
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authorities. Some of the shares transferred to him in this regard appeared 
to be duplicate shares held also by other persons, with the result that he is 
now in communication with the Receiver in charge of the Company to prove 
his claim in respect of these shares. Kalyan Das (W. 34), who holds power 
of attorney on his behalf, says the same thing. I may here quote from his 
evidence :— 


"Maharaj Shri had been to Calcutta in 1948, and 1 know he had 
sold some articles to Shri Mundhra. 1 accompanied Maharaj Shri from 
Jodhpur to Calcutta in the same plane. Maharaj Shri had sold gold 
worth Rs. 12,62,000/- to Shri Mundhra. Haridas Mundhra had exe¬ 
cuted a "ruqqa” in favour of Maharaj Shri and handed over shares 
worth Rs. 30 lakhs by way of security for payment to Maharaj Shri. 
Those shares were returned to Shri Mundhra afterpayment of the 
amount. In addition to the gold, Maharaj Shri had also placed two 
boxes containing old jewellery in the custody of Shri Mundhra for 
sale. For the value of those jewelleries Shri Mundhra paid 2,40,000 
in addition to the amount of the sale of the gold. The payment 
of the entire amount was made in Bombay. It transpired 
that Shri Mundhra transferred preference shares of Richardson and 
Crudas Ltd. worth Rs. 5,70,000/- and the remaining amount was paid 
in cash, cheque and Hundi. These shares were duplicate shares: 
but Maharaj Shri received dividends in respect of these shares on 
four occasions. When Maharaj Shri did not receive dividends in 
respect of those shares, he wrote about them and learnt that there 
were some other persons holding shares bearing the same numbers. 
This was after the Life Insurance Corporation had taken charge 
of that Company, and Maharaj Shri was informed that it would have 
to be determined by a court of law as to who should be entitled to 
receive payment in respect of those shares. I cannot say whether 
Maharaj Shri has been able to recover the entire amount in respect 
of that transact ion with Shri Mundhra. (Pages 433-434)' 

The evicdnce of Mathura Das Sevak Ram Karani ( W. 22) is that the 
ornaments and jewellery sold to Shri Mundhra were worth about a orore, 
out of which Maharaj Shri could recover from him only about 16 lakhs of 
rupees in shires and Hundis. Karani appears to have been the Manager 
of Shri Nathji s Perhi in Bombay known as the Nalhdwara Bhandar 
from 1948-1952. This fact has not been disputed by Maharaj Shri. Mathura 
Das Sevak Ram Karani rendered service honorary, merely as a Vaishnava. 
His idea of the transaction may he somewhat exaggerated, but even 
on the admissions of Tilkayatji and Kalyan Das. the transaction was 
improvident. Maharaj Shri also purchased in 1948 a bungalow situated 
at Santa Cruz from witness Karani for a lakh of rupees, the possession 
whereof, according to the witness, was given to him in March. 1949. The 
bungalow was purchased in the name of his wife Shrinuiti Vi jay Lakshmi 
Bahuji Maharaj and cheques for Rs. 5000/- presented by the Vaishnavas 
to Shri Nathji at Nathdawara Bhandar at Bombay were transferred 
by Dalpat Singhji in favour of the vendor. The balance ot the consideration 
was paid in two instalments of Rs. 40,000/- each in 1950 and 1951, when 
the deed was registered, while Karani says he gave up his claim for Rs. 
10 000/- and even allowed him free of cost all the furniture. The transaction 
is not denied by Maharaj Shri, hut he says that the entire consideration 
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was paid and the delay in payment and registration of the document 
was due to his failure to get possession of the house from the vendor. He 
also admits the operation on the cheques presented to Shri Nathji, hut he 
says that there was nothing uncommon about it, because he adjusted the 
same later. Maharaj Shri purchased another bungalow in West Santa 
Cruz from one poddar for his personal residence for a sum of rupees five 
lakhs in 1952. Karani (W. 22) says that the bungalow was worth only 

about 2 lakhs of rupees. The price of the bungalow was paid by the 
sale of Government securities which were presented to Shri Nathji. He 
also negotiated for the purchase of another bungalow at Worli, but that 
transaction did not materialise. The purchase of the Santa Cruz bungalow 
or Poddar Bungalow was made in the name of Shri Nathji, but the document 
of title was admittedly not handed over to the Krishna Bhandar, nor any 
rent paid for the occupation thereof, because it was claimed that the wife 
of Tilkayatji had advanced a sum of Jis. 1170,000/- on account of the pur¬ 
chase. The resolution of the Committee (Ex. 205) shows that Shri Bahuji 
Maharaj had advanced a sum of Its. 1,46,692/- to wards the consideration 
for the purchase of the Poddar Bungalow out of a total consideration of 
Rs. 4,27,649/-. Although Maharaj Shri did not actually purchase the 
Worli bungalow he admits that he had taken the bungalow on rent at 
Rs. 2,000/- a month. This he did inspite of the fact that he was in occupa¬ 
tion of the Santa Cruz Poddar Bungalow, from 1948 to 1953. The evidence 
shows that Maharaj Shri stayed most ly at Bombay during the period, though 
from time to time he used to visit Nathawam also. Thus during the period 
of his management between 1948 to 1952 there was a total deficit in the 
estate of over a sum of 32 lakhs of rupees, the deficit in the estate of Shri 
Nathji being about Rs. 23 lakhs and that on account of Maharaj Shri about 
rupees nine lakhs and a half [vide evidence of Harakh Lai (W. 29)]. Debts 
were also incurred on Hundis to the tune of about rupees five lakhs, though 
the Tilkayatji himself says that the debt incurred on Hundis was only 
rupees three and a half lakhs. He, however, agrees that when later the 
Hundis came to be paid by the members of the Committee the holders 
agreed to accept payment at Jess th in 30% of the amount mentioned in the 
Hundis. Shri Mulraj (W. 20) justifiably characterises the administration 
of Maharaj Shri during the relevant period from 1948 to 1952 as maladminis¬ 
tration "for the reason that purchases were made at any cost, heavy expenses 
were incurred, theie was no regularity anywhere, and a good deal oi corrup¬ 
tion had set in.” (P 287) 

Cvmmittes of Management. 

These acts naturally led to agitation concerning the mismanagement 
of the Thikana by Maharaj Shri and his squandering away of the funds 
of the estate. Pressure was, t herefore, brought to bear upon him by influ¬ 
ential Vaislinavas and even the Government of the day to compel him to 
to associate some leading and respectable Vaishnavas with the management 
of the temple properties. On or about 2nd April, 1902, Maharaj Shri 
constituted a committee (a) 1952 tivelre member committee.) oi twelve members, 
of which six were form Bombay and six from Ahmedabad ; but that commi¬ 
ttee functioned only for about six months. It appears that even these 
members had advanced loans to the Thikana to help the administration, 
but in spite of it the administration was running at a deficit and the 12 
member committee resigned. Maharaj Shri then constituted (b) 1953 
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(21 member committee.) a committee of 21 members on or about 11th June, 
1953, withShriMoolraj Kersondas(w.l2)asthe Vice President. This gentleman, 
as it will appear from the evidence, proved to be astute in his dealings with 
Maharaj Shri and very alert, in the protection of the interest of the temple 
and the Thikana. Credit is undoubtedly due to him in taking the initiative 
in exposing the incident which happened on the 25th of December, 1957, 
and inducing the members of the then existing committee to take up investi¬ 
gation forthwith. In all his dealings with Maharaj Shri he exercised a 
healthy control and restraint, which Maharaj Shri unfortunately did not 
relish. While showing every consideration to Maharaj Shri in other respects, 
he was equally firm in not encouraging him in his ways which were detrimental 
both to himself and the Thikana; and if Maharaj Shri had only 
listened to his advice and guidence he would have served his interest much 
better in maintaining his prestige and position amongst the Vaishnava 
devotees. The conduct of Shri Mulraj naturally has been very severely 
criticised by Shri Jain, as the bitterest enemy of Maharaj Shri, as a black¬ 
mailer who was hungry for power and domination and who even suborned 
witnesses to depose against the Tilkayat Maharaj. All this criticism is not 
only baseless but quite uncharitable. In the witness box he impressed me 
as a man of integrity and honour devoted to the cause of Shri Nathij and not 
prone to exaggerate anything against Maharaj Shri. This Managing Committee 
of 21 members wan. able to secure on 11th June, 1953, a power of attorney 
from Maharaj Shri and the members of the Committee arranged to advance 
a loan of Rs. 10.000/- each free of interest in order to carry on the adminis¬ 
tration and to tide over the emergent economic situaton. During the 
period that the Committed functioned , it not only paid off the debts, 
pruned the unnecessary expenditure, and regularised the system of manage¬ 
ment, but also on the admission of Maharaj Shri Govind Lai ji himself it 
left a surplus. 


At this stage I would briefly refer to the factors which influenced the 
the young Tilkayat and led to the formation of the committee of manage¬ 
ment. If these factors had not been sufficiently potent and pressing, 
Maharaj Shri would have preferred to indulge in his own ways and gone 
without, them. Shri Jai Kara in Yyas (W. 26), who was the Chief Minister 
of Rajasthan on two occassions after the Constitution of India came into 
force, once for about a year in 1951 and theraftcr from 1952-1954 has spoken 
about the affairs of the Nathawara Temple in its two different phases— 
one during his Chief Ministership and even before, and the other in respect 
of the incident which actually happened in December, 1957. He states 
thus :— 


“I was Chief Minister of the Covenanting state of Jodhpur up to 
7th April, 1949. In the second week of January, 1949 Sardar Vallabh 
Bhai Petal, States Minister of the Government of India paid a visitto 
Udaipur. He invited leaders of Rajasthan to discuss certain matters 
regarding formation of Rajasthan as a part of Indian Union 
and I was one of them. He talked to Shri Maneldal Verma, the 
then C'heif Minister of former Rajasthan Union about Maharaj Shri. 
He showed his concern about, the way Maharaj Shri was squandering 
away temple properties in Bombay and wanted Vermaji and others 
w ho were present there to see that a strong committee he formed to 
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control the •management of the temple affairs and to safeguard the 
temple properties, About three months thereafter, as far as I re¬ 
member, Greater Rajasthan Union was formed. Pt. Hiralal Shashtri 
became the Chief Minister of that Union, Later when I became the 
Chief Minister in 1951 of the Rajasthan Union, which then consti¬ 
tuted a Part B State, eorrespondance passed between me and Shri 
V. Shanker, Private Secretary to Sardar Vallabh Bhai in regard 
to the formation of the committee for the management of the Nat h- 
dwara Temlpe properties. Conferences were held with the Maharaj, Vai- 
shnavas, and Government officials more than once, and ultimately 
I sent Shri Bhogiia) Pandva. the then Devasthan Minister to Bombay 
to finalise this matter in consultation with Maharaj Shri and Vaish- 
navas. Maharaj Shri was then staying in Bombay and in fact largely 
used to stay there ever since Sardar Vallabh Bhai Patel showed concern 
about management of the affairs of the temple. A scheme regarding 
the management of the temple affairs was eventually finalised at 
Bombay in the early part of 1952, In June. 1953. power of attorney 
was given in favour of the members of the committee in pursuance 
of that scheme. By virtue of the scheme , the control of management 
of the temple and its property was vested in the committee. Maharaj 
shri was the constitutional President of the committee, and Shri 
Mulraj Kersondas of Bombay w as selected as Vice President of that, 
committee which consisted of 21 members. This committee met me 
also from time to time and reported the details of the state of affairs 
in the temple which did not appear to he satisfactory at the time the 
Committee took over charge of Ihe administration. The manage¬ 
ment of the temple w as running at a great loss and loan had been 
incurred. Ihe committee in the first instance asked the members 
to contribute to the running of the temple management and in fact 
some of them or may he most of th an did so. They reshaped the 
budget, and brought about economy in the management, and after 
some time the loans were 1 paid off, and the management was put 
on economic order. The previous loss was due to mismanagement 
of the temple affairs bv Maharaj Shri and his people." (Page 317, 318 
and 319). 


Shri Shankar’s letter addressed to the then Chief Minister Shri Hira 
Lai Shashtri is on the record (Ex. 223). It appears from the letter that 
before the formation of the Greater Rajasthan Union, the old Rajasthan 
Government was thinking of taking over the administration of Nathduaia 
Temple and its property on the authority of some legislation on the lines 
of the Madras Management of Temples Bill and to have a Board of Manage¬ 
ment consisting of leading Vaishnavites from outside as well as represen¬ 
tatives of the Rajasthan Union. The Home Minister of India undertook 
to have a scheme drafted on those lines and Shri Shankar wanted to know 
whether the Chief Minister of Greater Rajasthan would like the Heme 
Ministry to proceed with the drafting of the scheme. The letter is dated 
11-7-1949. Evidently, therefore, Government were contemplating a 
legislation for this institution from an early date. Complaints of mis¬ 
management made by Vaisbnava devotees against Maharaj Shri were also 
growing. On the 20tli of December, 1951. a meeting was held in the Chambers 
of the Chief Minister in whic h the Finance Minister and Adviser to the Home 
Ministry were also present, including the Commissioner of Devasthan 
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(Ex. 227). In that meeting the Finance Minister explained about the 
mismanagement of the temple and the extreme dissatisfaction caused thereby 
amongst the devotees, and the steps that had been taken in convening 
a meeting of prominent Vaishnavas on 19th July, 1950, at Bombay. Those 
present at the meeting felt the need of having some legislation in order to 
enable the Government to exercise control over the affairs of the temple, 
because the Government of the day could not have the some advantages 
that the previous Mewar Government had in exercising control and super¬ 
vision. It was also felt that due to religious susceptibilities any direct 
interference would not be appreciated by the devotees. The persons pre¬ 
sent, therefore, decided that a religious endowment trust should be created 
for Shri Nathji in order to put the affairs of the temple on a more satis¬ 
factory level and enstrre better management; but before any legislation 
could be undertaken on the point, it was felt necessary to consult- Goswamiji 
in order to find out some suitable formula arrd machinery and then to 
convene a meeting of prominent Vaishnavas representing diverse 
interests with a view to thrash out an agreed scheme. The matter, how¬ 
ever, dropped ending merely information of the 12-member committee 
and then of the 21-member committee. In that 21-member committee, 
of which Shri Mulraj was the Vice President, eighteen were elected by the 
Vaishnavas, two were nominees of Maharaj Shri. and one was the nominee 
of the Government, though the Government of the day unfortunately 
did not nominate anyone on the Committee. The letter (Ex. 160) dated 
30th April, 1953, by Shri Mulraj Kersondas to Shri Bhogilal Pandya, the 
then Devasthan Minister, shows that some f irtal draft scheme of management 
had been prepared hv a sub-committee of Vaishnavas. and approved by the 
rrremhers of the Vaishnava Committee, but was not being consented to or 
signed by Maharaj Shri because he pleaded for more powers for himself 
and more emoluments which the Vaishnava Committee did not consider 
it safe or advisable to offer, arid thus their efforts to settle the affairs by 
mutual consent and goodwill had completely failed. The letter further 
points out that there were reports that about 800 tolas of gold were sent 
by Maharaj Shri to Bombay and sold there, and about six boxes of Jewellery 
had been taken by him, one of those boxes being so heavy that it required 
six coolies to lift it from the station. The letter recites that the institution 
of Nathdwara possessed most valuable wealth which might he worth any¬ 
thing from 10 to 15 crores. Shri Mulraj, therefore, be sought that steps 
should be taken to form a committee of responsible men to be in complete 
charge of the institution at the earliest possible moment so that whatever 
was left should be preserved, and the feelings of millions of Vaishnavas 
might be saved from being hurt further. The letter further suggested that 
the institution should not he entirely in the control of officials, but in charge 
of a committee of responsible and well-to-do men so that the institution 
could be managed with safety and in consonance with public feeling. In 
view of these protests and complaints, although managing committees had 
been formed by Tilkayatji to assist him in the management, the Committee 
appear to have been powerless to check his activities. We have on record a 
petition dated 5th December, 1952, (Ex. 116) filed by some of the Vaishnava 
devotees of Bombay addressed to Shri Bhogi Lai Pandya, the then Devasthan 
Minister of Rajasthan, in which it was stated that Govindlalji had recently 
left for Nathdwara, and the devotees were afraid that some mishap might 
happen in respect of the ornaments lying in the temple which were trust- 
property, and they requested that proper arrangements should be made to 
keep order in the temple so that the ornaments and other assets of the 
temple might he safe. 
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On 1st November, 1053, Shri Mulraj Kersondas sent another letter to 
the Devasthan Minister telling him that Tilkayat Govind Lalji who had been 
living mostly in Bombay was likely to go to Nathdwara on the 3rd or 4th 
of that month, and wanted to stay there in the Moti Mahal Palace attached 
to the Temple of Shri Nathji (Ex. 130). It was recognised, no doubt, that 
under the terms of the power of attorney executed by Shri Govind Lalji 
on 11th June, 1053, in favour of the Committee of Management, he had been 
given the right to stay in Moti Mahal, but there were rumours which Shri 
Mulraj appeared to believe that Tilkayat Govind Lalji was likely to remove 
the ornaments and jewellery lying in the Moti Mahal and Gahanaghar of 
Shri Navnit Priyaji. These ornaments and jewellery were estimated to be 
at least over one crore of rupees, and believed to include certain ornaments 
of Shri Nathji also, which lately do not appear to have been entered regu¬ 
larly in the Bahia of Shri Nathji. The letter points out that the Vaishnava 
Committee of Management by virtue of the power of attorney was directly 
concerned with the properties of Shri Nathji, and could not interfere with 
the affairs of the temple of Shri Navnit Priyaji and all the other properties 
lying in Moti Mahal. The Committee of Management, therefore, authorised 
him to approach the Government with a request that the Government should 
take action in the matter as the committee would not be responsible if 
jewellery and ornaments worth millions of rupees were removed by Tilkayatji, 
and the temple of Navnit Priyaji and Shri Nathji deprived of those valuables. 
It was also observed that a few months back the Committee was given to 
understand that Goswamiji had removed over two dozen trunks full of 
ornaments and jewellery from the underground cellars of the Moti Mahal, 
which were pointed out to him by his elder sister, and that all those pro¬ 
perties worth millions of rupees were squandered. Shri Mulraj, therefore, 
prayed that Government should immediately take action with a view to 
prevent removal of the valuables from t he temple. With reference to this 
letter of 1st November. 1953. Shri Mulraj says in his evidence that the 
then Commissioner of Udaipur, Mr. Chopra had told him that he had 
heard that Maharaj Shri was going to Nathdwara with some undesirable 
elements and it would be the duty of the committee to see that nothing 
was taken away from the assets of Shri Nathji. Shri Mulraj replied that 
the duty of the committee was in relation to the administration of the 
temple and its property, while the unauthorised removal of the assets of 
Shri Nathji by the Tilkayat was a quest ion of law and order, and it was for 
the Government to take action. Accordingly in order to make the position 
clear, he wrote the above letter to the Devasthan Minister. The intention 
of the above letter evidently was to prevent Maharaj Shri from entering 
Moti Mahal so as to be able to remove any treasures from the temple pre¬ 
mises, and Government took action over the letter and posted police and 
military pickets at appropriate places. Maharaj Shri, however, arrived 
in Moti Mahal before any such action could be taken by the authorities, 
but when he noticed those security arrangements, he soon returned to 
Bombay, leaving bis wife there. Shri Jai Narain Vvas (W T . 26) gives in his 
evidence the relevant details of the matter. He states 


‘'During ray discussions with the members of the Committee, 
I found that there was a sort of tug-of-war between the Committee 
and Maharaj Shri mainly on two points : (I) regarding temple trea¬ 
sures and (2) regarding Maharaj Shri’s remuneration. I was told 
that the sister of Maharaj Shri visited the temple and stayed in Moti 
Mahal which was considered to be a place where treasures were hoarded 
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on many spots. Moti Mahal is the porperty of Shri Xath ji wherein 
Maharaj Shri and his family were allowed to stay, but they were 
not allowed to interfere with the treasures. It was reported to me 
that Shri Betiji Maharaj (perhaps the elder sister of Maharaj Shri) 
used to search the Mahal and sometimes tappings were heard. I 
instructed the Devasthan Minister to see that nothing was taken out. 
I think some watch was kept over her and she left the place. After 
some time, the Committee reported to me and also to the Devasthan 
Minister that Maharaj Shri himself intended to visit Moti Mahal and 
they were told that he would take out treasures hidden in Moti Mahal 
as pointed out by his sister. This was in 1953-54. 1 consulted my 
colleagues in this matter. They were Shri Hari Sharma, who was 
Adviser on hehalf of the Government of India, Shri Bhogi Lai Pandya, 
Devasthan Minister and Shri B.G. Rao, the then Chief Secretary ot 
the State. It was decided that instructions should be sent by the 
Chief Secretary to the Commissioner of Udaipur Division to see that 
Maharaj Shri did not stay in Moti Mahal, but might stay in the 
bungalow. I think such instructions were sent; but 1 understand 
that before the instructions reached proper quarters, Maharaj Shri 
had already arrived at Nathdwara and occupied Moti Mahal. Re¬ 
ference was made to us as to what should be done because if he was 
turned out of the Moti Mahal, there might he unnecessary row by 
Maharaj Shri’s men and Brij basis. We decided that he should be 
allowed to stay, but proper arrangements should be made to safeguard 
the treasure and for searching persons going out of Moti Mahal, so 
that nothing could be removed. Arrangements were made for making 
search of ladies also in that respect.” (Pages 319-320). 

Hathiyhar and Ghunnjhar incident etc. 

That the said apprehension of Shri Mulraj and the members of 
the Committee was not without any basis is confirmed by the events which 
followed. On the 2nd of February, 1954, Shri Purshottam Das Purohit, 
who was then the Executive Officer working under the Committee of Manage¬ 
ment, submitted a report (Ex. 175) to the Commissioner, which shows that 
Rahuji Maharaj had broken open a number of locks in several rooms of the 
Moti Mahal Palace on the morning of that day. As all this was going oil 
in the private portion of the residence of Goswaini Maharaj, the Executive 
Officer could not do anything more than collect details of the matter. But 
as he considered the matter to be of sufficient importance, he thought it 
appropriate to inform the Government, and he suggested that the Devasthan 
Minister should he consulted on the phone, if necessary. It also appears 
from this letter that Maharaj Shri by that time had gone back to Bombay, 
leaving his wife Bahuji Maharaj behind. This was followed by another 
report dated 3rd February, 1954, to the Commissioner (Ex. 176), in which 
he gave further details of the activities ot Bahuji Maharaj, and from which 
it appears that Bahuji Maharaj with the help of Usta Pannalal had broken 
open a number of locks ; and although the members of the Thikana staff 
knew it, they did not care to inform him or the member of the sub-committee 
who was present there. It apears that Bahuji had also broken open the 
lock of a room near the Record Office, in which records were contained 
regarding some properties of the Thikana, and it came to light that the lock 
of the room in which the ornaments of horses and elephants were kept 
was also broken open, and the contents removed. At the time when these 
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things were being done all the doors leading to the Palace were closed from 
inside, and the guards posted in the Zenana part of the Mahal had been 
ordered to go out, with the result that there was hardly any one present 
to see what had happened inside. This is what has been characterised by 
the witnesses as the incident of breaking open of the locks of Hathighar 
and Ghoraghar and removing the contents of the same. There is also on 
record another letter of the Executive Officer dated 5th February, 1954, 
(Ex. 177), in which he further confirms is earlier report. He says that the 
silver ornaments of elephants and horses were removed by Bahuji Maharaj 
on the 4th February, from the room in the Baithak to the Zenana part of 
the Mahal, and while these were removed no male servant was allowed to 
remain present and all the work was done in the presence of Shri Bahuji 
Maharaj by her maid-servants, and that the removal of these ornaments 
took about four hours. The letter comments upon the arbitrary and high¬ 
handed conduct of Bahu ji Maharaj who was very rash and spoke in a very 
high-handed tone even to the local member of the committee, whom she sent 
for later. The Executive Officer appended to his report the statements 
of some of the employees who were examined in connection with this incident. 
Ex. 142 is the statement of Bhamvarlal, while Ex. 143 is that of Panna Lai 
Usta. Bhanwar Lai says that at about 3-30 in the afternoon on 2nd Feb¬ 
ruary, 1954, Shrimati Bahuji Maharaj ordered him to go out and then 
opened up the Kotha which was near the staircase in which the ornaments 
and trappings of horses and elephants were kept. Bhanwar Lai also states 
that under oreders of Bahuji Maharaj Panna Lai Usta broke open the locks 
of various rooms. All these, reports and documents have been proved by 
Shri Purshottam Das Purohit himself (W. 31), who was a retired Govern¬ 
ment servant having worked as Additional Commissioner Devasthan and 
also as District Magistrate in Jodhpur State and later in Rajasthan. His 
evidence shows that police pickets were posted on all the three gates of 
the temple and palace. As per old custom, properties were allowed to he 
taken out of Nagar Khana and Pritain Pol Gate under instructions from 
the Adhikari or the Executive Officer, while in the ease of Moti Mahal 
Gate properties could he taken out under insti uctions both from the Adhi¬ 
kari and from Maharaj Shri; hut in those days when police pickets were 
there, properties were taken out of all the gates under instructions 
of the Adhikari alone. The police pickets w ere there because of the report 
of the Vice-Chairman of the Committee to the Government for taking 
precautionary measures against removal of valuables from the temple or 
the palace. The pickets appear to have been there for four or five months, 
and were removed after Bahuji Maharaj left tin- place, Maharaj Shri having 
already left earlier. 


The letter (Ex. 140) of Shri V.R. Nath to Shrimati Vijayalakshmi 
Devi Bahuji Maharaj (wife of the Tilkayat) further confirms the incident 
in question. It appears that the Secretary of the Managing Committee 
Shri Bachchu Bhai Vrajlal Vassaujee La I jet.* had shown to Shri Nath, the 
writer of the letter, copies of the letters sent by Shri Purshottam Das Purohit 
to the Commissioner of Udaipur Division, dated 2nd and 3rd Fehrary, 1954, 
complaining about the breaking open of the locks of several rooms including 
the room in which the ornaments of horses and elephants were kept. Shri 
Nath, in the above letter, draws the attention of Bahuji Maharaj to the 
tense situation prevailing in Nathdwnra at the time, the feelings of the 
Tilkayat Maharaj over the treatment meted out to him when he went to 
Nathdwara on the occasion, the communications which were going on for 
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under which the power of attorney holders had been carrying on their duties, 
and the endeavour of the Adhikari to act to the best of his capacity. He also 
refers to the fact that all the time the Brijbasis and the employees were 
carrying on an agitation, and the watchful eye of the Government was 
there over the whole affair of Nathdwara. Having regard to the abpve 
tense situation, he suggested to Bahuji Maharaj that it should not be further 
worsened by any such complaints as were mentioned in the letter to the 
Commissioner. When the copy of this letter was sought to be proved by 
Shri Mulraj, the learned counsel for the Tilkayat in examining the witness 
very seriously challenged the genuineness of any such letter. The Advocate 
Genera] produced from the Government file a copy of the letter in the same 
terms as Ex. 140, annexed to the report of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit, 
the then Executive Officer, which bore the initials of Shri V.B. Nath, and 
appears to have been sent to Shrimati Bahuji Maharaj. In view of the 
questions raised by Shri Aroi'a, counsel for the Tilkayat, in regard to the 
genuineness of this document, I directed Shri Purshottam Das to be sum¬ 
moned and examined on the point. Fortunately, in the course of arguments 
even the learned counsel for the Tilkayat has not questioned any further 
the genuineness of the above letter. That Shri V.B. Nath was the Solicitor 
of the Tilkayat Maharaj is borne out by plenty of evidence on record. The 
report dated 3rd February, 1954, to winch Shri Nath’s letter was annexed 
was submitted by the Executive Officer to the Deputy Secretary, G.A.D., 
as verbally ordered by the Devasthan Minister. Shri Mulraj says in his 
evidence that the copy of the letter of Shri V.B. Natn which had been for¬ 
warded to him was in the nature of an assurance given by the Solicitor for 
Bahuji Maharaj that nothing of the kind would happen in future. Because 
of the above assurance and because of the fact that the person concerned 
was a women and the wife of the Tilkayat, they did not take any further action 
in the matter. Shri Mulraj says that the valuables stored in those rooms 
of Hatighar and Ghoraghar belonged to Shri Nathji, but these valuables 
were not restored to the Committee. 

The above incidents show that inspite of the fact that the Managing 
Committee was primarily responsible for the management of the Temple and 
the Thikana, Maharaj Shri, his wife and his sister would often come down 
from Bombay to Nathdwara making as it were some sort of a raid upon the 
properties of the Thikana and seeking to remove as much of the valuables 
from there as possible. The Committee, of course, could take no objection 
to their removing properties which belong '-d to the Tilkayat personally, 
but the position was different when it came to removal of the properties 
of Shri Nathji, in which case the Committee had special responsibility and 
was bound to act with firmness. The committee even intervened and sought 
the assistance of the Government for the purpose of protecting those pro¬ 
perties and making special arrangement for police pickets when they had any 
such apprehension. Evidently Maharaj Shri was unhappy oyer the restric¬ 
tions placed upon his authority over the Thikana by the power of attorney 
executed in favour of the Managing Committee, who took its responsibility 
very seriously. He was, therefore, anxious to do away with the Managing 
Committee by any means possible, inspite of the good that the members 
of the Committee had admittedly done to the institution by their sound 
management. A tug of war also appears to have been going on between 
the committee and Maharaj Shri not only in regard to the temple treasure! 
but also in regard to his remuneration and the control which Maharaj Shrs 
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wanted to exercise over the appointment and dismissal of the temple em* 
ployees, specially those who were holding key positions. Maharaj Shri 
had, of course, given the power of attorney to the members of the Managing 
Committee and had authorised the Committee to draw up a scheme for the 
administration of the temple on sound and satisfactory basis, but soon 
thereafter he retracted his decision to implement the scheme agreed to 
between him and his nominated Committee. He, therefore, approached 
the Ministry of States, New Delhi, and sought its intervention in the matter. 
The main points which were raised on behalf of the Tilkayat were three: 
firstly, that in the selection of the members of the Executive Committee, 
the wishes of Goswamiji had been largely disregarded and persons against 
whom there was strong opposition had been put on it; secondly, that 
Goswamiji claimed that he and not the Executive Committee should be vested 
with powers regarding the appointment and removal of temple staff; and, 
thirdly, that there should have been provision for the allowance of Goswa¬ 
miji. The State Government explained that in so far as the first two points 
were concerned, Goswamiji himself had agreed to the arrangements and 
no objection had ever been made by him to the Government on those 
subjects; yet he appears to have raked up the controversy in the Ministry 
of States, Government of India. The Government also proceeded to 
explain that it was incorrect to state that the grant of allowance had been 
denied to him as alleged. The position was that the Goswami had already 
personal properties yielding a revenue of nearly three lakhs of rupees; 
but in addition he wanted a sumptuary allowance out of the temple income. 
His grandfather Shri Goverdhan Lalji had given an undertaking in writing 
that the property of Shri Nathji would not be used for personal purposes. 
Therefore, prima facie, there was no basis for his claim for sumptuary 
allowance from the temple property. Moreover, the figures of income 
and expenditure furnished by Goswamiji himself showed that the estate 
was already running in deficit and any grant to Goswamiji out of the 
temple income would only increase its burden, unless steps were taken to 
prune some of the other expenditure. Inspite of all this, the Government 
had agreed that a sumptuary allowance of Rs. 4,000/- per mensem should 
be given to him and his family, subject to the condition that he would not 
draw anything from the temple funds, if the budgetary position did not 
permit any such additional liability. The above decision was given by the 
Chief Minister on the agreement of both parties. Goswamiji, however, 
still persisted in his objections, though he was advised to stand by his 
words and to accept the decision, specially when the financial position of 
the temple could not accommodate the new expenditure. Thus there was 
no grievance left to Goswamiji, whose duty it Was to create circumstances to 
save the institution from progressive deterioration. The Rajasthan 
Ministry, therefore, wrote to the Ministry of States, Government of India, 
that they should accordingly advise Goswamiji Maharaj that it was in his 
own interest that he should decide to return to Nathdwara and devote 
himself seriously to his sacred duties. We gather the above facts from 
the note submitted by Shri B.G. Rao, I.C.S., Chief Secretary to the Govern¬ 
ment of Rajasthan, Jaipur, in reply to certain enquiries made by the 
Ministry of States, Government of India, New Delhi, (vide Ex. 228 dated 
17th September, 1954, and Ex. 229 dated 1st November, 1954). Never¬ 
theless, Maharaj Shri succeeded in his efforts ultimately in dissolving this 
Committee and cancelling the power of attorney. He had been able to 
rally the sympathy of some Vaishnavas who were prepared to submit 
blindfold to all his activities. Shri Mulraj says that in 1955 he resigned 
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rom the Committee because of differences with some orthodox members 
thereof, and thereafter it was easy enough for Maharaj Shri to dissolve the 
Committee as a whole. 


(c) 1955 — 10-Member Advisory Committee, do Oovervmevt’s responsibility 

in Us formation. 

Simultaneously Maharaj Shri of his own accord firmed another 
scheme by which the management was vested in some Adhikari appointed 
by Maharaj Shri subject to the approval of the Government of Rajasthan, 
and the Adhikari under the terms of the scheme had to act in consultation 
with Maharaj Shri. So really the power of administration had been 
assumed by Maharaj Shri himself. He also appointed an Advisory Committee 
consisting of ten members, who were all his nominees, (vide deposition 
of Shri Mulraj at page 265). 

On the evidence of Shri Mulraj I felt somewhat intrigued to know 
how a oommittee which had been of so much service to the institutions 
was allowed to be dissolved by Maharaj Shri, and substituted by another in 
which he acquired sole authority vesting the management in some Adhikari 
appointeed by him: and that any such scheme had the approval of the then 
Rajasthan Government of which Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia happened to be 
the Chief Minister. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, it may be stated, took 
up the reins of office on 13th November, 1954, as Chief Minister. The 
Advisory Committee formed by Maharaj Shri on dissolution of the earlier 
Committee consisted of only ten members. Against the action taken by 
Maharaj Shri there was a good deal of agitation amongst the Vaishnava 
community, which apprehended that it might again lead to serious mis¬ 
management by Maharaj Shri. The evidence showed t at Shri Mohan 
Lai Sukhadia had his roots in Nathadwra, that his father had been in the 
employ of Shri Damodarlalji, that he had been bred and brought up at 
Nathdwara in his childhood, and that his mother had been living in Nathdwara. 
I also noticed in the evidence of Shri Mulraj the Shri Sukhadia 
was anxious that Maharaj Shri should stay in Nathdwara instead of staying 
in Bombay, where he appears to have fallen in evil company, while his stay 
in Nathdwara was conducive to his improvement; and as such, the members 
of the Committee had agreed to his staying there. This the members 
did when Shri Sukhadia assured them that there was no likelihood of re¬ 
moval of any property of Shri Nathji, and that the committee should have 
no apprehension on that account. Shri Mulraj had further stated that 
this talk took place immediately after Shri Sukhadia became the Chief 
Minister and visited Nathdwara. Ore or two days before the Municipal 
election Shri Sukhadia again visited Nathdwara, and he asked the vitness 
to preside at the election meeting, where he publicly thanked Shri Mulraj 
for co-opetating with him in bringing back Maharaj Shri from Bombay to 
stay at Nathdwara, and he expressed the hope that the administration 
of the Nathdwara estate would thenceforward run smoothly. Oa these 
materials I felt that it was necessary to examine Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia 
as also the Revenue Minister as to the circumstances under which the 
Government suffered the Committee of 21 members, of which Shri Mulraj 
was the Yice President, to be dissolved, and an Advisory Committee, which 
was merely a puppet show of Maharaj Shri to be substituted by Maharaj. 
Shi'i himself, thereby monopolising all the powers in his own hands, which 
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was obviously injurious to the institution. All this happened almost 
immediately in the wake of the Ministry of Shri Jai Narain Vyas having 
gone out of office and that of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia having stepped in. 
Therefore, I informed the Advocate General that I would like to look into 
the entire records in connection with the approval of the Government to 
any such scheme. I also accepted the prav. r of the intervenors that Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia and Shri Dnmodar Was should he examined (vide 
Order dated 29-5-59). I am glad to record that the ent ; ro file on the subject 
was unreservedly and promptly placed bv the Government before me, 
I had Ihe cdvantrge of examining it very carefully. The Chief 
Minister and the Revenue Minister also consent ed to appear before the Com¬ 
mission on ahy date that the Commission required their presence. Some of 
the documents relating to the file have been placed on the record: but 
before I refer to them I would like to refer to some of the earlier documents 
w hich explained the events which followed. 


I would, first of all, refer to the Minutes recorded by the then Secre¬ 
tary, G.A.D., Shri Shiv Shnnker, in regard to the management of the Nathd- 
dwaraTemplfe, on 8-3-54 (Ex. 162). The Minutes are important and show 
a contemporaneous and faithful record of the state of affairs at Nathdwara. 
GoVerriment appear to have been receiving reports from the Commissioner, 
Udaiptir and the Executive Officer, Thikana Shri Ndhji, indicating 
that all was not well with regard to the affairs of the Thikana. Although 
GoSwamiji had of his own accord appointed a committee and given it the 
power of attorney to manage the affairs of the Thikana, the expectation 
that the condition at Nalhdwara would improve and the scheme referred 
to in the power of attorney would be implemented, bad not been fulfilled. 
Maharaj Shri appeared to be retracting from his earlier decision. The 
Committee was reported to have not been receiving the co-operation of the 
Maharaj. It then refers to the reports which indicated that Bahuji Maharaj 
had broken open the locks of several rooms against the advice of the Commi¬ 
ttee and the Committee, therefore, sought Government intervention and 
requested for strong action against the Maharaj. The result was that 
Government had to take special precautionary measures to safeguard the 
property of the Thikana, and the Goswamiji perhaps feeling nervous 
about the situation created th’ough his own actions and apprehending 
Government taking over the management under Court of Wards, suddenly 
rushed to Jaipur on 27-2-54, where he interviewed the Chief Minister at 
hie residence with his two advisor.!, including Shri V R Nath, Advocate. 
The Devasthan Minister and the Executive Officer, Shri Purshottam Das, 
as also the Deputy Secretary (G A.D ) were present at the meeting. The 
Goswamiji expressed his regret for th3 undesirable, action of his wife 
Shrimati Bahuji Maharaj in breaking open the looks of some of the rooms 
of the Moti Mahal and expressedhis desire to stay permanently at Nathdwara 
and to take active interest in the administration of the Thikana. He 
further stated that his residing at Moti Mahal was necessary for proper 
performance of ritua.ble and he would not insist on Betiji Maharaj being 
allowed to stay at Nathdwara. He also wanted that the Committee of 21 
members, which was unwieldly, should be re-shuffled, and that a suitable 
and experienced administrative off ; cer be appointed to fill the post of 
Adhikari by the Government and not by the Vaishnava Committee, He 
also wanted a liberal sumptuary allo wance for himself and his family. The 
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Chief Minister, who at that time was Shri Jai Narain Vyas, did not see 
any objection to the reshuffling of the Committee which was one of his 
own creation. The Chief Minister further remarked that he had hoped 
that with the formation of the Committee conditions would improve, but 
he regretted that the position had in no way improve, and felt constrained 
to take sterner steps in that direction, provided the Maharaj assured that 
he would stay at Nathclwara and take active interest in the affairs of the 
Thikana, worship of the temple and the deliberations of the Committee; 
in that case he would give one more chance to Maharaj Shri to improve. 
Eventually the meeting proposed to take action on the lines indicated in 
the document. Substantially the lines were that the Goswamiji would 
reorganise the Nathdwara Committee in consultation with the members 
of the present Committee; that he should stay at Moti Mahal, but would 
not allow his elder sister to stay at Nathdwara; and that inventories of the 
properties of all the three temples of Shri Nathji, Shri Navnitpriyaji and Shri 
Madan Mohanji be freshly drawn up and the properties be kept in safe 
custody with locks bearing three sets of keys, one of which was to be with 
the Tilkayat Maharaj, another with the Executive Officer and the third 
with Mukhiyaji. It also enjoined that the Goswamiji should stay per¬ 
manently at Nathdwara and take active interest in the management of 
the Thikana with the advice of the Executive Officer and the Committee, 
that whenever he left Nathdwara, he should inform the Government through 
the Executive Officer and that he would not allow undesireable persons to 
stay with him. In regard to the grant of sumptuary allowance to Goswamiji 
and his family, it was intended that the Executive Officer and the Com¬ 
missioner, Udaipur, should sit together and examine the extent of increase 
in the allowance and submit their proposals for Government’s approval. 
A further direction given was that the annual budget estimates of the 
Thikana should be annually submitted for the approval of the Government, 
and the accounts of the Thikana and the Tilkayat Maharaj’s personal 
affairs should be kept apart. 

Thus even from this document it would be obvious that the Government 
intended Tilkayat Maharaj to stay at Nathdwara and not at Bombay. 
This was evidently necessary because as high-priest of the temple it was an 
essential part of his duty to preside over the Seva and Pooja of the Deity 
and minister to all the festivities and celebrations which took place in the 
temple to the satisfaction of the devotees and Vaishnavas, who went there. 
It was contemplated, as the Minutes show, that a meeting of the Vaislmavas 
might be held on the 1st and 2nd of May, 1954, at Jaipur, where the Chief 
Minister and the Devasthan Minister would also attend. The Goswami 
in his talk with the Chief Minister at Bombay expressed his willingness 
to form a committee and to execute a sort of a trust deed for the proper 
management of the affairs of the Thikana. All these matters were to be 
discussed at that meeting. A meeting was actually convened on the 17th 
of May, 1954 (vide Ex. 161), at the residence of the Chief Minister where 
various Vaishnavas from Bombay, including Shri Mulraj Kersondas and 
Shri Yrijlal Vasanji Laljee, and also from Ahmedabad and Secunderabad 
were present. One of the proposals mooted was about the strength of the 
Management Committee and it was proposed that in addition to the 21 
members the strength should be increased, and the increased strength 
should include five members to be nominated by Maharaj Shri and five 
members to be nominated by the Government, Maharaj Shri was to be 
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the President of the Committee, and the Vice President was to be elected 
from among the members. If necessary, additional members were to be 
nominated on the Committee by Maharaj Shri in consultation with other 
members of the Committee. The members of the Committee were to be 
the followers of Vallabh Sampradaya (Pushtimarg), except in the case of 
the Government nominees who were to be Hindus. There was also to be 
an Executive Committee, which was to consist of 11 or 12 members, and 
the names of the 11 members of the Executive Committee agreed upon 
at the time, included those of Shri Mulraj, Shri Bachchu Bhai and Shri 
Chunni Lai Chhaparwal. Shri Nathji’s properties were classified into three 
heads as follows :— 

(а) articles of daily use, 

(б) articles of occasional use, and 

(c) surplus articles. 

Properties falling under class (c) were considered to be liable for disposal 
and the sale proceeds thereof were to be invested in trust securities and only 
the interest accrued was to be available for expenditure. It was also 
decided that the property falling under class (c) was not to be sold out for 
the time being, but was to be deposited in the safe custody of some bank. 
The meeting then appears to have discussed the appointment of the temple 
staff. The scheme envisaged in this meeting was not put into a regular 
form, as it does not appear that during the period this Ministry was func¬ 
tioning any such scheme could be drafted by the Legislative Department. 
Shri Jai Narain Vyas in his evidence has spoken of these incidents as also 
of the proceedings of the meeting embodied in Ex. 161. 

In regard to the sumptuary allowance claimed by Maharaj Shri, 
to which reference has already been made, we find a letter from Shri Jai 
Narain Vyas to Goswami Govind Lalji dated ll/15th June, 1954 (Ex. 155). 
In that letter a reference is made to the letter dated September 5, 1932, 
addressed by the late Tilkayat Shri Goverdhan Lalji Maharaj to the Udaipur 
Darbar, in which he had given a clear understanding that the properties 
of Shri Nathji would not be used for personal purposes in future also. The 
Tilkayat, therefore, was asked to consider the question of taking sump¬ 
tuary allowance out of the income of Shri Nathji in view of this undertaking. 
He also refers to the statement of income and expenditure which showed 
that the income was less than the expenditure, and, therefore, it had to be 
adjusted in such a manner as to leave some surplus to the estate. The 
expenditure, therefore, had to be curtailed. It was also pointed out that 
the statement of income and expenditure supplied by Mr. Nath to the 
Chief Minister did not show income from Bhents, which were substantial. 
This lacuna in the statement supplied was significant. He, however, 
agreed that a sumptuary allowance upto Rs. 4000/- p.m. could be given 
to the Tilkayat and his family out of the income of Shri Nathji’s Temple, 
which was subject to the promise given by the Tilkayat that he would 
not draw anything from the temple funds if the budgetary position did not 
permit his doing the same. The letter of Shri Jai Narain Vyas also im¬ 
pressed upon the Tilkayat to maintain the old tradition of selflessness and 
to draw as little upon the funds of Shri Nathji as possible. Such an attitude 
was calculated to advance the welfare and dignity of himself and the temple, 
which was so dear to him. We find references to these facts in the sub- 
requeOt letter of Shri B.G. Rao, which I have discussed earlier. These 
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were wholesome words of advice given by the Chief Minister reminding 
the Tilkayat of the basic tenets of his faith, which was the surrender of 
himself and all that belonged to him to the God and not the exploitation 
of the God’s property for himself. However, the two prominent facts 
which have to be remembered are that the Chief Minister agreed to a sump¬ 
tuary allowance of Rs. 4000/- a month to the Tilkayat and his family and 
wanted him to stay at Nathdwara. These two factors of Govind Lalji’s stay 
at Nathdwara and the grant of sumptuary allowance would have some 
bearing upon the steps -which were taken by the succeeding Cabinet and 
by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia himself. The members of the Committee, 
however, were not agreeable to the proposals. They thought that even 
the payment of Rs. 1500/- a month to the Tilkayat was more than the 
finances of the Temple could bear; and while they would have agreed to the 
stay of the Tilkayat at Nathdwara they were apprehensive in consenting 
to the proposal in view of the past activities of the Tilkayat. They wanted 
an assurance that his presence at Nathd-wara would not be utilised for 
the purpose of removing the valuables from the place. These tangles were 
continuing between Maharaj Shri on the one hand and the Managing Com¬ 
mittee on the other, when the Ministry of Shri Jai Narain Vyas went out of 
office and that of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia succeeded. 

My examination of the file reveals that Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia 
or for the matter of that Shri Damodar Lai Vyas handled the affair with 
the utmost fairness and propriety and that there was nothing on the record 
to suggest that these gentlemen showed any favour or took any particural 
interest in the Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara. On the contrary, they 
appear to have acted with due. regard to the interest of the Thikana. I 
would first turn to the evidence of Shri Damodar Lai Vyas, the Revenue 
Minister of Rajasthan (W. 39). He has been Revenue Minister since 20th 
of December, 1954. He states : 

“ AVhen I took over as Revenue Minister, the affairs of the 
Nathdwara Temple were managed by a Committee of Power of 
Attorney Holders of which Shri Mulraj Kersondas was the Vice 
Chairman. That was an interim arrangement and the scheme for 
management of Nathdwara Temple which was to be finalised in a 
court of law was not presented in any court because there was dis¬ 
agreement between Maharaj Shri and the members of the Committee, 
and Maharaj Shri wanted to terminate their powers of attorney. 
He had not implemented the scheme that was agreed to at the resi¬ 
dence of the Chief Minister in May, 1954. Shri Jai Narain Vyas 
was the Chief Minister then. Thereafter a meeting of the Vaishnavas 
was called at Nathdwara in March, 1955, in order that an agreed scheme 
may be evolved with the approval of both Maharaj Shri and the 
Vaishnavas. This meeting was attended by the Chief Minister, 
but owing to other engagements, I could not attend that meeting. 
The minutes of the meeting w'ere submitted to me. In that meeting 
the Chief Minister explained to the Vaishnavas that there should be 
an agreed scheme between Maharaj Shri and themselves which could 
be sanctioned as a non-contentious scheme by a court of law, and the 
Government could take action thereon. Maharaj Shri had spoken to 
Shri Jai Narain Vyas also about the termination of the power of 
attorney given by him to the 21-member committee. Shri Mohan Lai 
Sukhadia, Chief Minister, attended the meeting in March, 1955. 
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Another meeting of the Vaishnavas was held at Nathdwara in April, 
1955. I also attended that meeting along with the Chief Minister. 
In that meeting certain points were discussed, and the Vaishnavas 
present promised to send a final draft of the scheme to the Govern¬ 
ment. In the March meeting the members of the Committee which 
formed the Bombay group were present but the members of the 
committee which formed the Ahmedabad group were absent, while 
in the second meeting the members of the Ahmedabad group were 
present but the members of the Bombay group were absent, and, 
therefore, no definite action could be taken until a final agreed scheme 
was submitted in consultation with each other. Later Maharaj Shri 
went to Jaipur some time in July, 195", accompanied by his legal 
adviser Shri Nath along with a final draft scheme said to have been 
approved by the Vaishnavas. That scheme was discussed in a 
meeting in which some of the officers of the Government were also 
present, and decisions were taken on certain points, in accordance 
with which the Law Department was asked to amend the draft 
scheme. Ev n before this meeting the scheme had been examined 
by the Law Department but the Law Department was further desired 
to examine and revise the scheme in the light of the discussion that 
had taken place. The scheme then went up to the then Advocate 
General for settlement of the draft, and when it came back and 
was put up in the Cabinet for approval, the Cabinet approved the 
scheme with some modification. When the scheme was published 
in the Press, we received many representations from Vaishnavas 
against the scheme as they said that it gave some financial advan¬ 
tages to Maharaj Shri, to which they objected. Certain Vaishnavas 
also met the Chief Minister in that connection at Delhi. The Chief 
Minister then found that certain matters had been introduced in the 
draft scheme which were neither in the original scheme nor were dis¬ 
cussed in the various meetings nor had been brought to my notice 
or to that of the Chief Minister. It appeared that those matters 
had been introduced at the stage when the scheme was placed before 
the then Advooate General. We, therefore, directed that the 
scheme should not be given effect to, and Maharaj Shri should not 
canoel the power of attorney given to the 21-member committee. 

“ There were two meetings in July, 1955. This is the minute 
of the Chief Minister dated 6th September, 1955 (para 133 of the office 
note) (Ex. 216). This is the minute recorded by me after I received 
the file from the Chief Minister (Ex. 217). When the file was re¬ 
submitted to me in answer to those queries made by me in my previous 
minute. I recorded another minute on the file on the 23rd September, 
1955 (Ex. 218). The Chief Minister agreed with my minute. This 
is his note of agreement dated 23rd September, 1955 (Ex. 219). 
He also called an explanation from the then Advocate General in 
respect of some matters mentioned in my note as to insertion of cer¬ 
tain terms in the draft without referring to us. “ Shri Nath ” referred 
to in this note is “ Shri V. Nath Solicitor of Maharaj Shri ”. The 
matter was again placed before the Cabinet and the Cabinet revoked its 
approval of the scheme. This was on the 24th September, 1955. 
This is the order in Council (Ex. 220). There was then a meeting 
in Delhi in October, 1955, at the residence of the Union Home Minister 
in which the Chief Minister, Tilkayat Maharaj, myself and some 
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Vaishnavas took part. There an agreed scheme was arrived at 
which was to be approved in a non-contentious proceeding under 
section 92 of the Civil Procedure Code by an appropriate court of 
law. In the interval a power of attorney was to be executed in favour 
of II members forming the committ ee of management to carry on the 
administration of the temple. This power of attorney was to be exe¬ 
cuted by Maharaj Shri. ” (Pages 484-487). 

The evidence of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia (W. 40) on the subject 
is as follows :— 

“ Soon after my becoming the Chief Minister in November, 
1954,1 instructed the Secretary of the General Administration Depart¬ 
ment in December following to give directions to the Divisional 
Commissioner to keep a watchful eye on the activities of the Nathdwara 
Temple so that there could be no mishap. This is the office copy 
of the letter which was addressed to the Commissioner in accordance 
with my instructions (Ex. 222). I knew that since long the affairs 
of Nathdwara were greatly involved. I found that during the time Shri- 
Jai Narain Vyas was the Chief Minister, some scheme of management 
had been finalised in which all the terms appeared to have been 
settled except the question of allowance to be given to Maharaj Shri. 
Maharaj Shri however did not seem to be satisfied with the scheme 
of management and had made a representation to the State Ministry 
against that scheme. I also knew that in 1949 Saidar Patel had 
expressed the opinion that since Vaishnavas in all parts of India were 
deeply interested in the Nathdwara Temple, it would be proper to 
have some legislation in connection with that institution. Shri 
Shankar, the Private Secretary of Shri Patel, the then Central Home 
Minister, had accordingly written to the then Cheif Minister of Kaj- 
asthan, Shri Hira Lai Shastri that there should be a legislation on 
the lines of Madras Management of Temples Bill. This is that letter 
(Ex. 223). But there was no legislation brought into operation. 
There were however managing committees formed from time to 
time. Even during the time of Shri Jai Narain Vyas as Chief Minister 
some decisi m appears to hare been taken at a meeting consisting 
of the Chief Minister, Devasthan Minister and the then Advisers 
for enacting a legislation in connection with the Nathdwara Temple. 
A draft legislation or a Bill also appears to have been prepared, but 
no legislation was in fact enacted. There was even a decision, as far 
as I remember, that the Bill should be introduced in the Legislative 
Assembly, but somehow that was not done. The situation, therefore, 
was that on the one hand there was this idea of having a legislation 
in connection with the Nathdwara Temple, on the other there were 
schemes of management which could not be finalised for one reason 
or another. Therefore, in March, 1955, there was a meeting convened 
in which I explained to Maharaj Shri and the Vaishnavas present 
that it would be better to have an agreed scheme for the administra¬ 
tion of the Temple. On the 27th of June, 1957,1 recorded my minutes 
in which I stated that since the case pertaining to the scheme in 
respect of the Nathdwara Temple might take a long time, I saw no 
reason why we could not have a legislation in respect of the case on 
the lines of special legislations, as I understood to have been enacted 
by certain State Governments in respect of Temples and Wakfs, 
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and I wanted that the case might he exrmir.ed by the Revenue end 
Law Departments so as to let me know early whether we could legis¬ 
late on the issue. This is my minute (Ex. 224). Exs. 215 and 219 
are in my writing. ” (Pages 516 and 517). ” 

The evidence given above is fully borne out by the minutes recorded 
by these gentleman from time to time and in due course of official busi¬ 
ness upon the relevant file. The minute recorded by Shri Mohan Lai 
Sukhadia on 6th September, 1955 (Ex. 216) shows that on receiving 
objections from certain persons in Bombay, he had sent for the file in con¬ 
nection with the scheme for management and discussed the file with those 
persons in Delhi. He felt that the scheme had to be examined more care¬ 
fully in its various aspects. He accordingly told thore gentlemen 
from Bombay that they should once for all put in their objections in writing) 
so that it may be easier to cons'der them ; and until that was done and their 
objections were fully considered and disposed of, it was not desirable that 
any further action should be taken on the decision at which the Govern¬ 
ment had arrived earlier. He further wanted to know how certain para¬ 
graphs had been inserted in the scheme which contained matters not duly 
approved by the Cabir.et. He observes that the talk was about the monthly 
allowance payable to Maharaj Shri and members of his family and the 
terms in regard to payment of arrears were distinctly never accepted as far 
as he remembered. Then follows the minute of the Revenue Minister of 
the 10th September, 1955 (Ex. 217) from which it appears that in accordance 
with the above directions of the Chief Minister, he had issued instructions 
to inform the Tilkayat Maharaj by wire that the new scheme 

propounded by him should not be inaugurated or given effect 
to; but that it should be kept in abeyence; and that a detailed note should 
be submitted about the queries raised in the minute of the Chief Minister 
as to the insertion of matters not accepted. The Revenue Minister also 
agreed that in the meeting to which he was a party, there was no such 
understanding as contained in the objectionable paragraphs. He, there¬ 
fore, wanted to know how and at what stage these matters were introduced 
in the scheme. Later there is another lengthy minute recorded by Shri 
Damodar Lai Vyas (Ex. 218). Here it was observed that matters of difference 
between the draft scheme as approved by the Cabinet and the scheme which 
had been redrafted by the Advocate General should not have occurred 
without the permission of the Chief Minister or that of the Revenue Minister, 
It was also suggested that since the earlier scheme had been approved in the 
Cabinet by an Order in Council, therefore a memorandum should be placed 
before the Cabinet for cancellation of the same on the lines mentioned in the 
minute. Substantially the minute shows that the previous scheme had 
been accepted by the Cabinet on the assurance of the Tilkayat Maharaj 
that it had the concurrence of the entire Vaishnava community ; but as it 
appeared from the objections raised, the Vaishnavas never agreed to the 
scheme. There were also provision in the scheme which were 
much too liberal and from an economic point of view, it was 
not possible for the Thikana to bear the burden of those provisions, 
nor were they beneficial to the Thikana. It was, therefore, necessary 
that the scheme should be re-examined by the Vaishnava community. 
It further appears that on the 13th or 14th of September Shri Mulraj and 
Shri Nath met the Chief Minister and agreed that the new scheme could 
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not be accepted and that Shri Tilkayat Maharaj should hold a Round Table 
Conference to consider the new scheme in November next in which the Chief 
Minister of Rajasthan aid the members of the old and new committees 
should be present and then the scheme should be considered and decision 
taken. In the interval, the old Committee should continue to function 
and the Tilkayat Maharaj should execute a general power of attorney in 
favour of those members on the same lines as the power of attorney executed 
on the 11th of June, 1953. Shri Nath had promised that he would get 
the power of attorney executed as early as possible, but it 
appears the from the letter of Shri Mulraj dated 19th September, 
1955, addressed to the Chief Minister that there was 
no such information given by Shri Nith for preparation 
of the power of attorney in his office. I may add that such an in- 
trasigent e was nothing unusual on the part of the Tilkayat and his men 
from what we have seen earlier. Shri Damodar Lai Vyas, therefore, 
observed that it was useless to wait for the execution of the general power 
of attorney by Sli. i Nath or Tilkayat Maharaj because he had grave doubts 
of their intentions. In order that the temple and its properties should 
be properly managed, he thought it proper to make another alternate 
pioposal about which it is not necessary to say anything at present. 
8uff.ee it to say that the proposal could not be given effect to without 
its legal implications being duly examined. 

On the above materials it is difficult to see how Shri Sukhadia could 
be at all to blame in the matter. Nor do I see that there was anything 
untoward or undesirable on the part of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia in asking 
Shri Mulraj to consent to the Tilkayat Maharaj living in Nathdwara instead 
of his staying in Bombay where he had fallen in evil company, and for 
thanking Shri Mulraj on his co-operation in the matter. As I said, it was 
inherent in the position of the pontiff or the high-priest that he should 
stay in Nathdwara and devote himself to the service of the Idol. This 
was also what was insisted upon when Shri Jai Narain Vyas was the Chief 
Minister. Shri Mulraj in his evidence has said nothing either, to indicate 
that Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia in any wise had gone out of his way to help 
the Tilkayat in order to enable him to dissolve the Committee of 21-members 
and set up the Advisory Committee of 10 members. He says :— 

“When the advisory committee was formed by Maharaj Shri 
and there was agitation amongst the Vaishnavas, I contacted Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia at Delhi through a mutual friend. Shri Sukhadia 
agreed to intervene and settle the affairs immediately 
so that the management could be carried on satisfactory lines. Maharaj 
Shri also happened to be staying with Shri Sukhadia at that time. 
Shri Sukhadia also seemed to agree that he was in error in approving 
of the said scheme of management through an advisory committee, 
and the heavy allowances which had been reserved for Maharaj Shri. 
It Was then that the other scheme was settled at the house of Home 
Minister Pt. Govind Ballabh Pant. Shri Sukhadia further stated 
that he approved of the scheme of the advisory committee because he 
relied upon the scheme prepared by the then Advocate General. 


The scheme which was settled at the residence of Pt. Govind 
Ballabh Pant was also given in Press. When I went to Delhi, I 
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happsned to meet Shri Dhebar Bhai, the then President of the Con¬ 
gress. He enquired about the reason of my being in Delhi and I 
explained the situation to him. He was the first man to speak to 
Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia about the matter and Shri Mohan Lai 
Sukhadia agreed that the scheme under which Maharaj Shri had 
taken over charge of the administration and appointed an advisory 
committee would not be put into operation and he would induce 
Maharaj Shri not to do so. It was a few days thereafter that Maharaj 
Shri was called at the residence of the Home Minister, when in the 
presence of the parsons mentioned by me earlier, the committee 
consisting of eleven members was appointed. Shri Thackersey 
was not known to Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia at the ti me the scheme 
was settled. Later on the members of the committee atrmy suggestion 
elected Shri Krishnaraj Thackersey as the Vice Pesident of the 
Committee. In view of my health and my differences with the 
orthodox members, I kept myself back from becoming the Vice 
President of the Committee. I suggested Mr. Thackersey and Vrijlal 
Vasanjilalji, Shri Sukhadia suggested Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal, 
Chaturbhuj Bhatia and the Divisional Commissioner of Udaipur, 
Maharaj Shri suggested Vandravandas Purshottam, Shree Heerji 
Thackersey and Shri Gopikishen Malani. All these names were 
approved by the persons present. Although it was also agreed that 
Maharaj Shri should immediately execute a power of attorney in 
favour of the members of the committee to take over the administration, 
later some obstructions were created in executing this power of attorney, 
and then I had to write to Shri Mohan La] Sukhadia about it, on 
whose intervention eventually the power of attorney was executed 
in favour of the members of the committee. This was done about 
six to eight weeks after that conference. A large number of Vaishnavas 
requested Maharaj Shri and I also had written to Maharaj Shri to the 
effect that dissolution of the earlier committee taking over charge of 
the administration in his own hand and the appointment of advisory 
committee would be harmful to the interest of the temple of Shri 
Nathji, and therefore the old scheme should continue; but Maharaj 
Shri made no response. It was then that through a mutual friend I 
arranged a meeting with Shri Sukhadia at Delhi. We considered 
that the co-operation of the Government was necessary and, therefore, 
in the earlier committee also we wanted a nominee of the Government, 
but at that time the Government did not nominate any person. On 
this occasion when Shri Sukhadia proposed that the Divisional Com¬ 
missioner should be a member of the Committee, I readily agreed.” 
(Pages 275-277). 

( d ) 1955 II -Member Committee. 

On the evidence of Shri Mulraj it is clear that Shri Sukhadia was 
always prepared to listen to him and to assist him in any matter which 
contributed to the better management of the institution of Nathdwara. 
Shri Mulraj has made no complaint against Shri Sukhadia . The approval of 
the Government to the scheme formulated by Maharaj Shri appears to have 
been obtained under misrepresentation of facts by inducing the Government 
to believe that the scheme had the consent of the Vaishnavas. As soon as 
the Government learnt that the Vaishnavas were actually opposed to the 
scheme, it revoked its approval and directed that the scheme should not be 
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given effect to. Having regard to the sequence of events, it is too much 
to suspect the procedure adopted by the Government in granting its earlier 
approval. It appears to have acted in normal course on the basis of the 
reports presented to it, and had no reason to assume that it was being 
imposed upon by the Tilkayat or his representative. It is evident that it 
was because of Shri Sukhadia that the Advisory Committee of ten members 
was almost nipped in the bud, and it was because of his intervention also 
that the Committee of Management consisting of 11-members with Shri 
Krishnaraj Thackersey as Vice President came into being. I have no 
doubt that the influence which Shri Sukhadia exercised in these matters 
over the Tilkayat was for the welfare of the institution and not an influence 
to advance the designs of Tilkayatji to its detriment. It may be suggested 
that by scrapping the ten-member committee formed by the Tilkayat the 
situation did not improve as it left the field clear for Tilkayatji; but it is 
to be remembered that this was soon followed by the constitution of the 
11-member committee with Shri Thackersey as the Vice President. That 
committee was vested with enough powers of control over the management. 
Maharaj Shri could not have been easily persuaded to submit to the for¬ 
mation of any such committee inspite of the Home Ministry’s intervention, 
but for the fact that the Chief Minister of Rajasthan also took prompt 
and active interest in the matter. It was the Committee of 11-members 
which was functioning at the relevant time when the incident of the 25th 
of.December, 1957, happened. The Committee was formed on 25th October, 
1955. 

Terms of the Power of Attorney. 

The power of attorney executed by Tilkayat Shri Govind Lalji in 
favour of the members of the Managing Committee which was constituted 
in October, 1955, shows that Maharaj Shri had given complete control 
and power of management to them. They were authorised to take charge 
of all properties movable and immovable wherever situate belonging 
to Shri Nathji Thikana and to the Idols of Shri Nathji, Shri Navnit Priyaji 
and Shri Madan Mohanji. In exercise of that power, they could act in the 
same manner as the Tilkayatji himself in regard to the management of the 
properties. The power of attorney distinctly recognises that the proper¬ 
ties belong to the Idols and in several paragraphs it definitely says so, 
for instance, in paragraphs 1, 11 and 23. Paragraph 23 repeatedly refers 
to the Bank accounts or accounts of the said Idols. Paragraph 28 pro¬ 
vides that the power given to the attorneys should receive the widest possible 
interpretation and should be construed as an express authority to them 
to act and deal with the affairs and properties of the said Idols as fully 
and effectually as the Tilkayatji himself could do. Then paragraph 29 
also states that in general the attorney holders could do other acts, deeds, 
matters and things whatsoever in or about the estate’s property, 
business and affairs of the said Idols. Even in the introductory portion 
of the document it is mentioned that the attorney holders were to manage 
and administer Shri Nathji’s Thikana of Nathdwara and its properties 
and provide for carrying on the worship, Puja, Seva and the rituals of the 
Idols. It is important to remember these significant terms of the document, 
because as a result of it, the Managing Committee of Nathdwara acquired 
complete dominion over the management of the temple and its proper¬ 
ties and assumed charge of the administration. Thus apart from any ques¬ 
tion of title, even the possession of the Shrine and its properties was vested 
in the members of the Committee. 
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Proceeding ujs 92 C.P.C. <fc Removal of 28 bales of valuable cloth (Parshadi 

Vastra) by Maharaj Shri. 

The appointment of the Committee acting through a power of attorney 
was not intended to he a permanent feature of the arrangement, hut the 
real object was that the scheme as envisaged in the written statement 
(Ex. 154) filed hy Goswami Tilkayat Shri Govind Lalji should be approved 
by the court in a non-contentious proceeding under section 92 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. A petition to that effect was presented by the District 
Magistrate of Udaipur, who was authorised to do so under section 93 of the 
Code ; but unfortunately for the Nathdwara Temple, an intervenor in that 
proceeding was allowed to be added as a party, and the proceeding has 
since been adjourned sine die. Any way, the written statement of Gos- 
wamiji Maharaj is in itself a very important document relevant to the 
present inquiry in so far as the claim by Goswamiji is concerned. Even 
after the appointment of the 11-member Committee, Maharaj Shri does 
not appear to have curbed his activities in relation to his appropriating 
the temple properties, cash or kind, Shri Mulraj says : 


“After this third committee was appointed, Maharaj had with- 
d.awn about 9-1/2 lakhs of rupees to the d"bit of his account during 
the five years of his admi” istrat-ion and some further amounts were 
becoming due from him. We wanted Maharaj Shri to pay up these 
amounts. Maharaj Shri raised various issues. We. therefore, 
appointed Mr. Shanka rlal Balabhai one of the members of the committee 
to go into all these issues with one Mr. Goverdhandas Malpani, 
who was appointed by Maharaj Shri to represent him. They met 
several times, but every time Malpani raised new objections and nothing 
was paid out of the amount due. One of the serious things that 
happened in March or April, 1957, was that Maharaj Shri with the 
help of Mukhiyaji removed to his residence 28 bales of valuable 
cloth, including Zari, valvet and Pichwari cloth. The custom is that 
ShriNathji is adorned with new clothes every day. These clothes are 
sometimes also made of real brocade or Zari. Next day the cloth is 
discarded and kept in the Nij Mand'r. After some time when these 
discarded clothes had accumulated, they are sent to the Darjikhana 
or the dress making department. Out of these Pajais or Chadars 
used to be made for giving presents to those Vaishnavas who made 
offerings, while the Zari thread in brocade pieces used to be melted 
into silver, and the silver stored either in Krishna Bhandar or used 
for making utensils for the use of the Idol. At my instance the 
Executive Officer asked Mukhiyaji Pannalal to return the stock of 
cloth lying in Nij-Mandir and thenceforth to keep a regular account 
of the cloth received and delivered back ; but a few days later, I 
got information that Maharaj Shri had removed 28 bales of this 
accumulated cloth to his residence. I informed the Execu¬ 
tive Officer of what I heard and directed him to make thorough en¬ 
quiries in the matter and if he was satisfied of the truth of the informa¬ 
tion, to recover the same as fas as possible without creating friction. 
He informed me a few' days later that he had fully ascertained 
that the information was correct. Even the Assistant Mukhiya 
had admitted this fact before him, but pleaded their helplessness 
before him. The Executive Officer then approached Maharaj Shri 
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with the request that this should be returneed to him ; but Maharj 
Shri went on putting off. Therefore, in the next meeting of the 
Committee this matter was discussed, but action on it was posponed 
in the hope that it would be settled amicably.” (Pages 268-269). 

Maharaj Shri also admits this, but he says that the clothes were handed 
over to him by Mukhiyaji according to old custom. The recorded pro¬ 
ceedings of the Committee meeting show that Mukhiyaji appears to have 
done so against the instructions of the Committee, and the members insisted 
on the return of these clothes. 

Having given the historical background, I now come to the actual 
incident of 25th December, 1957 and the points of reference. I shall deal 
with those points and state my findings in Part II of the Report. 



PART II 
(Findings) 



Scope of the proceeding and the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

Before I enter upon a discussion of the incident of 25th December, 
1957,1 would dispose of a point which has been raised by the learned counsel 
for Tilkayatji in regard to the scope of the inquiry and the jurisdiction 
of the Commission to deal with any question of title. I had occasion to 
consider this matter in my order dated 29th May, 1959, and later in another 
order dated 22nd June, 1959. I pointed out then that the Notification 
proceeded on the assumption that the valuables found in the Gahanaghar 
room belonged to the Nathdwara Temple, and were the properties of the 
Diety Shri Nathji; but the Commission could deal with the claim of title 
to the articles found incidentally and to the extent that it was necessary 
to determine the specific points under reference. This was specially so, 
when Tilkayat Govind Lalji himself claimed to have removed the articles, 
alleging that they belonged to him and not to Shri Nathji, and still claimed 
to possess some of the articles found under that assertion. Again, on 22nd 
June, 1959, I observed that if the argument of the petitioner were accepted 
that the Commission had no jurisdiction to consider the question of title 
to the valuables at all, the obvious effect and implication of the argument 
is that as soon as a claim of title is set up by the Tilkayat, which in fact 
had been done, the Commission should stay its hands and consider itself 
fundus officio, because any dertermination of the other questions under 
reference would then become infructuous. On the face of it, therefore, 
the contention was untenable and not warranted by the terms of reference. 
I pointed out that the penultimate part of the premable to the Notification 

clearly showed that I was to report “about the find of valuables.stored 

in a locked and sealed room within the Gahanaghar in the premises of the 
temple of Shri Nathji at Nathdwara in the month of December, 1957, and in 
particular on the points indicated thereunder”. These terms give suffi¬ 
cient scope to the Commission to make a full and complete inquiry about 
the find of valuables. The words “ and in particular on the points indi¬ 
cated below ” do not limit the scope and ambit of the inquiry, but only 
enumerate the various points to which special attention has to be paid by 
the Commission in the course of the inquiry. On the terms of the Notification, 
the Commission had to consider the facts and circumstances leading 
to the aforesaid find, what valuables were actually found, whether all the 
valuables had been accounted for or any part of them had been concealed 
or kept back; and if so, by whom and who was responsible for the happen¬ 
ing. If the claim of title could not be considered by the Commission, no 
question of accounting or true disclosure of the valuables would arise. 
The petitioner, in that case, could refuse to account for any of the valuables 
at all, because the Notification admittedly says that the valuables were 
removed to the private apartments of the Tilkayat Gosw'ami of Nathdwara. 
Point (v) under reference, viz., “ any other fact and circumstances which 
to the Commission may appear to be relevant thereto ” further emphasises 
the fact that the scope of the inquiry is sufficiently broad and compre¬ 
hensive. 

Mr. Jain, however, has tried to make a distinction between the 
language of the previous Notification ajopointing the Wanchoo Commission 
and the present one. In the earlier Notification, it appears that the word 
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“ misappropriated ” had been used since under the present Notification 
that word has been omitted, it must be assumed that the Notification did 
not contemplate that the claim to the valuables found in the Gahanaghar 
room should be at all determined by the Commission. According to the 
learned counsel, all that the Government now desire to find was whether 
all that had been found had been fully disclosed or kept back, precluding 
all question of claim to the valuables. 1 do not think that the omission 
of the word “ misappropriated ” makes any difference. Misappropriation 
is evidently a strong word, and I can quite realise why in the subsequent 
notification, it was advisedly dropped. Government could not be sure 
whether actually it was a case of misappropriation or it was under bona 
fide claim of title that the valuables were removed. Mr. Jain has also 
referred to certain passages in the judgment of Modi J., who dealt with 
the question of the issuance of writ for quashing the earlier Notification, 
in his dissenting judgment. I need not tarry to examine the reasonings 
in that judgment, because I do not think that they are of any avail to the 
petitioner in the present inquiry. On the other hand, Dave J. was defi¬ 
nitely of the view that the question of title could be gone into by the Com¬ 
mission. In the circumstances, it appears to me idle to contend that the 
Commission was altogether precluded from going into the question of title 
to the valuables. As I said in my earlier order, by and large the Notification 
proceeds on the assumption that the valuables found in the Gahanaghar 
room belonged to the Nathdwara Temple and were the properties of the 
Deity. Nevertheless, if the Commission finds that the claims of the 
petitioner to some of the valuables found therein was justified, the 
Commission may submit its report accordingly, holding that the valuables 
to that extent or to the entire extent had been accounted for. The terms 
of reference do not definitely accuse the Tilkayat or any body. It leaves 
the Commission to find if any of the valuables had been concealed or kept 
back, then by whom and who are responsible for such happening. Then 
again, it gives the option to the Commission to report on any other fact 
or circumstance which may appear to be relevant thereto. The Commis¬ 
sion, therefore, would bo failing in its duty if it did not survey all the materi¬ 
als placed before It, which may be prinia facie relevant and then after sifting 
and analysing the materials submit its report under the terms of reference. 

The Commission also repelled the contention of the learned counsel 
that the materials on certain points enumerated by him were not germane 
to the present inquiry. I held that those materials furnished the back¬ 
ground against which the incident of the find of valuables and their removal 
happened. The historical background, which I have discussed earlier, 
was essential too appreciate the facts leading to the find. The evidence 
has revealed that the room in the Gahanaghar Bara Kotha where the 
valuables were found was locked and sealed in 1933-35 and that it was never 
opened until the day of the incident when its locks were broken open. 
During the period, as I have discussed, several changes in the administration 
of the Temple and its properties had taken place and attempts were made 
from time to time to prepare inventories of the properties of the Thikana. 
One had, therefore, to consider the circumstances under which the room 
came to be locked and opened ; whether there was any inventory or register 
of the articles which it contained ; and if there was no register or inventory, 
how it came to be so ; how the properties of the Temple were dealt with by 
various Tilkayats or their relatives and in particular by the present Tilkayat, 
as also by the persons in charge of the administration ; and what was the 
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practice relating to the properties of Sliri Nathji and the storage of articles 
in the Gahanaghar. 

Another question w hich affected the scope of the inquiry was the ques. 
tion of determining the liability of persons responsible for the incident. 
I held that the liability could not be confined only to persons who directly 
participated in the removal of the valuables from the Gahanaghar room, 
but it would include the liability of persons w'ho directly or indirectly helped 
or abetted or were accessory to such removal, and otherwise tried to con¬ 
ceal the incident inspite of their being under an obligation to disclose the 
same. The liability, however, could not be so broad as to cover any act 
or omission which would be too remote and unconnected with the incident 
in question, and made by a person who had no direct responsibility in the 
matter of administration of the temple and its properties, nor would it in¬ 
clude any bona fide step taken by a person in the discharge of his duties. 


Question of title. 

Having explained the scope and ambit of the inquiry, I would now 7 
proceed to deal with the question of title raised by the learned counsel 
for the Tilkayat as briefly as possible, because my discussion in the eaiher 
part of the report would show that the Nathdwara Temple is in the nature 
of a public temple and the properties belonging to the Idol are truBt pro¬ 
perties which the Tilkayat could not claim as his own. Much of the histo¬ 
rical data on the point has been already placed earlier. Even in the 
quotation from Tod’s Rajasthan, it would appear that a distinction was 
between the Bhents offered to Shri Nathji and those offered to the Tilkayat 
Goswami and that the latter- would not utilise the income from the properties 
of Shri Nathji for his own purposes. It is recited in an ancient document 
of Sftmvat 1707 (Ex. 153A) : 

“Over the lands, wealth, money (and) property belonging to 
(the deity) Shri Nathji; he shall have no manner of claim whatever. 
Whoever shall retain (appropriate) presents (offered) to (the deity) 
Shri Nathji shall he (held) guilty before (i.e. in the sight of the deity) 
Shri Nathji (and) criminal in the sight of the public. This matter 
was thus settled in the presence of the Maharaj Shri Jaswant Sinphji 
MaharajaShri Jaysinghji andMaharaja Shri Vithaldasji. The lunar 
date the seventh of Chaitravadi of Samvat 1707.’’ 

With reference to this document Shri Mulraj says 

“In the brief supplied to me by the Solicitors Messrs. Tayahji 
Dayabhai & Co., there is a translation of the copy of a writing in Brij 
Bhasha and written in Balbodh character, purporting to be written by 
Vithalrai Damodarji, one of the ancestors of the present Tilkayat in 
St. 1707, and witnesses by several Maharajas.” 

When it was put to the Tilkayat whether the recital was correct, he at 
first refused to answer the question until the document was shown to him in 
original, and denied that he had any ancestor of the name of Shri Vithalrai 
Damodar; but later he accepted the principle that if anyl o<’y used the 
properties of the deity, he would be considered guilty before Shri Nathji 
and criminal in the eyes of the public. He also admitted that if any Blunt 
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is offered to Shri Nathji through the Tilkayats, they observe the formality 
of accepting it on a piece of cloth. They do not take it on the bare palm 
of their hand, the underlying idea being that they should not touch the 
Bhent offered to Shri Nathji as if it was their own. I need not again refer 
to the other ancient records, but for purposes of the investigation I should be 
content to rely upon the Parman of the Maharana (Ex. 62) dated 31-12-34, 
which categorically says that the Shrine of Shri Nathji has always been 
and is a religi >us institution for the followers of the Vaishnava Sampradaya, 
and that all properties, movable and immovable “dedicated, offered or 
presented to the Deity or otherwise coming to the Deity of Shri Nathji 
has always been and is the property of the Shrine and that the Tilkayat 
Maharaj for the time being is merely the custodian of the said property 
for the Shrine of Shri Nathji”. The terms of the decree based on the award 
of the arbitrator (Ex. 163) also do not leave any room for doubt that “all 
properties, movable and immovable, and all offerings and Bhents donated, 
dedicated, offered, or presented to the Tdol of Shri Nathji or for its worship 
and benefit belong to the said Idol.” The matter is further clinched by 
the recitals in the written statement (Ex. 154) filed by the Tilkayat Maharaj 
himself in the proceeding under section 92 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
as also by the recitals in the power of attorney executed by Maharaj Shri 
(Ex. 152), to which I have just referred. 


Shri Jain has relied on certain earlier judgments to show that the 
Tilkayat was the “'Malik” and that the Idol of Shri Nathji was a mobile Idol 
belonging to the family of the Tilkayat; and has vehemently urged that it 
was open to Tilkayatji to move the Idol wherever he liked; at an early 
stage the Idol had moved from Giriraj to Nathdwara and again if the Tilkayat 
felt the necessity under pressure of circumstances he would be entitled to 
move the Idol to any other place. These arguments ignore the realities 
of the situation and are too spectacular to merit any serious attention. 
Moreover, it is perhaps not realised that these assertions so repeatedly 
put forward are more likely to hurt the prestige and position of the Tilkayat 
in the eyes of the Vaishnava devotees than strengthen or improve them. 
It may be that Mahaprabhu Vallabhacharya discovered the Image of Shri 
Nathji and started worshipping It; and in that sense the Idol may be claimed 
to be his. The fact that the Idol was worshipped by Mahaprabhuji himself 
must have added to the sanctity of the Idol, and attracted devotees in 
their legion; but Shri Vallabhacharya himself installed the Idol in Giriraj 
in a Kachcha temple for the worship of the public and later, when again he 
went there, in a pucca temple which was built by one of his disciples, when 
it appears to have been worshipped by the public at large. Whatever the 
position may have been in ancient times, later events clearly show that by 
virtue of tradition, custom and usage, the Vaishnava devotees and the Hindu 
public, who have richly endowed the Shrine with their offerings and bene¬ 
factions have acquired a right to worship the Idol of Shri Nathji at Nath¬ 
dwara; that the successive Tilkayats appear to have treated the properties 
of the Idol as entirely distinct and separate from any of their personal pro¬ 
perties; and that there was a distinct and separate system of accounting 
and storage of the. properties of Shri Nathji. Even in recent memory the 
plaint by Shri Goverdhan Lalji in the suit against his brother and the decree 
which followed in the suit, the undertaking given Shri Goverdhan Lalji 
himself to the Udaipur Darbar about the sanctity of the temple properties 
and about the usage of not utilising the same for the personal needs of the 
Tilkayats, all lead to the same conclusion that the institution of Nathdwara 
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was a public institution. I have already indicated the tests which distin¬ 
guish a public from a private trust while discussing the decision in Ran- 
chhoddas Kalidas and others v. Goswami Shree Mahalaxmi Vahuji and 
others (A.I.R. 1953 Bombay 153). The hair-splitting distinction made by 
Shri Jain that the word “Khangi” meant only the “domestic” needs of the 
Tilkayats’ family and not the personal needs of the Tilkayat himself do not 
appeal to me. “Khangi” or “Nij” in such context would obviously convey 
the same sense. In any case the documents to which I have referred leave 
no doubt in my mind that the temple of Nathdwara was a public institution 
and that the properties belonging to Shri Nathji'were all endowed properties 
held and managed in trust for the Deity by the Tilkayat of the day. 

The reliance by Shri Jain on some of the earlier decisions of the Bombay 
High Court, two of them by Bailey J., do not lead us very far. These 
decisions were given mostly between contesting claimants to the Gadi 
by the Tilkayat and it would not be surprising if the word ‘‘Malik” or even 
“owner” is used with reference to the right of the Tilkayat. Vis-a-vis the 
Idol of Shri Nathji, there is no decision that the Tilkayat’is entitled-to-the 
ownership of the properties in derogation of the rights of the Idol. She- 
baitship in itself is a right in property and in this case, as we have -seen, 
it was a heritable right governed by the rule of primogeniture subject to the 
control of the sovereign authority of the Maharana of Udaipur. Therefore, 
the use of the word “Malik” with reference to the right in any of these judg¬ 
ments or the Sanads and documents produced for Tilkayatji has to be 
confined to that context and not stretched to the detriment of the Interest 
of the Idol. 

Rights and duties nf a Shebait or High-Priest . 

It is well established that in Hindu Law ' the Idol is regarded as 
a juristic person having the Tight to hold and acquire property. It cannot 
of course act by itself, but can act through a next friend or guardian,‘who 
is mostly the Shebait and is treated in law as if it were a perpetual minor. 
The title to the property is vested in the Idol, but the Shebait'has the 
right to manage the property in the interest of the Idol and to look after the 
Seva and Puja of the Idol. The Tilkayat or the high-pricst of Shri Nathji 
occupies the same position in the eye of law with respect to the endowed 
properties as the Shebait. 

It would seem to follow”, as the Judicial Committee observed in 
Prosonna Kumari Debya v/sGolab Chand Baboo (33 Indian Appeals 139) 
“that the person so entrusted must of necessity be empowered to do what¬ 
ever may be required for the service of the-Idol and for the benefit and 
preservation of its property, at least to as great a degree as the manager 
of an infant heir. If this were not so, the estate of the Idol might be des¬ 
troyed or wasted, and its worship discontinued for want of necessary furids 
to preserve and maintain them”. “This human ministrant of the deity 
who is its manager and legal representative” as Shri Bijan Kumar Mukherjea 
puts it iu his Tagore Law Lectures on “The Hindu Law of Religious and 
Charitable Trust”, “is known by the name of Shebait in Bengal and northern 
India. He is called the Dharmakarta in the Tamil and Telegu districts, 
Panchayatdar in places like Tanjore and Urallen in Malabar. He is the 
person entit'ed to speak on bahalf of the deity on earth and holds authority 
to deal with all its temporal affairs. As regards'the temple property the 
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manager is in the position of a trustee, but as regards the service of the 
temple and the duties that appertain to it he is rather in the position of 
the holder ot an office or dignity”. It is to be noted that the relation of a 
Shebait in regard to the Debutter property is not that of a trustee to trust 
property under the English law. In English law the legal estate in the 
trust property vests in the trustee who holds it for the benefit of the cestui 
que trust. In a property endowed to a deity under the Hindu Law, the 
entire ownership of the dedicated property is transferred to the deity and 
the Shebait is a mere manager, because the deity is a “juristic entity, vested 
with the capacity of receiving gifts and holding property”. 

But it is wrong to suppose that shebaitship is a mere office and is not 
property in itself. He has not only duties to discharge in connection with 
the endowment, he has also a personal interest in it. To some extent, there¬ 
fore, he has the rights of a limited owner. (See 60 Calcutta 432, 63 Indian 
Appeals 448, and 70 Indian Appeals 57). “Thus in the conception of 
shebaitship,” as Shri Mukherjea says, “both the elements of office and 
property, of duties and personal interest are mixed up and blended to¬ 
gether”. With regard to all types of endowment it is necessary for the 
purpose of carrying out the intentions of the donor that somebody should 
be entrusted with the management or administration thereof. It was 
only in the case of public temples that the practice of appointing shebaits 
was generally resorted to. But whoever may be the person in whom the duty 
of administration is vested, whether it is the shebait or archaka of a temple 
or the Mahant of a religious institution and whether or not such person 
is theheirof the original founder, he must be deemed to be intheposition 
of a trustee with regard to the endowed property. He may not be a trustee 
in the sense in which that expression is used in English law; but in view of 
the obligation resting on him he is answerable as a trustee in the general 
sense. Once it is shown that a person has control over or is in possession 
of property which he holds for the benefit of another person or for the 
accomplishment of particular objects, or trust in the general sense is creat ed. 
The shebait as such is incapable of asserting any hostile title against the 
Idol or setting up jus tertii in others. This disability is implicit in any 
person who holds a fiduciary position in relation to another. This is more 
so in the case of an Idol who cannot act except through a natural person, 
and normally, therefore, the personality of the idol is bound up with that of 
the shebait. Any change of intention on the part of the shebait can be brought 
home to the idol by means of the shebait only, and the idol can react to 
it through the shebait. Therefore, ordinarily, adverse possession in such 
circumstances would be a notion wholly devoid of contents. 

Once he takes possession of the property in the character of a 
shebait, it is not competent to him to deny the trust, and assert the rights 
of a secular owner. It follows, therefore, that the shebait like a trustee 
in English law must not use or deal with the debutter property for his own 
private advantage. He must not convert the money of trust into his own 
business or use it for his own financial gain. If he does so, the trust will 
constructively attach to the profits which he makes. Similarly, the shebait 
as the recipient of the income of the debutter property or the offerings 
that are made to the deity, is responsible for the due application of the 
deity’s income and “is bound to render accounts of his management. He 
is bound to keep regular accounts of the income and the expenses. The 
way in which the accounts are kept depends to a large extent upon the 
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custom obtaining in a particular institution, and the usual custom may be 
followed so long as it does not serve as a cover_to fraud or dishonesty”. 
He should also take care not to mix the idol’s funds with his own money. 
When such a mixture has taken place either through inadvertance or 
design, the rules laid down by Equity Courts in England in the matter of 
following mixed funds in the hands of trustees can be applied. If it is 
incapable of being traced, the trustee can only be proceeded against per¬ 
sonally. These propositions are established beyond controversy and have 
been lucidly propounded by Shri Mukherjea in those Lectures. They have 
to be borne in mind when we come to deal with the question of liability 
for the removal of the valuables or for their complete disclosure. It is an 
unhappy feature of the case that Maharaj Shri has not produced any of his 
own account-books to show that the valuables found in the Gahanaghar 
Kotha belonged to him. 


Maharana’s Farman. 

To revert to the question of title to the properties of the Thikana, 
as I have said, the Farman of the Maharana and the decree of the Bombay 
High Court made on the basis of the award coupled with the admissions 
of Maharaj Shri himself in the recitals in the power of attorney and in the 
statement filed by him under section 92, Civil Procedure Code, proceeding 
are conclusive on the point and hardly leave any room for argument. 
To put it in the language of the Supreme Court in Ameer-un-Nissa Begum 
and others V. Mahboob Begum and others (A.I.R. 1955 Supreme Court 
352) the then Maharana of Udaipur “enjoyed uncontrolled sovereign powers. 
He was the supreme legislature, the supreme judiciary and the supreme 
head of the executive, and there were no constitutional limitations upon 
his authority to act in any of these capacities.” The Farman was thus 
an expression of the sovereign will of the Ruler and it was binding in the 
same way as any other law;—nay, it would override all other laws which 
were in conflict with it. So long as the Farman held the field, that alone 
would govern or regulate the rights of the parties concerned. Shri Jain 
has tried to wriggle out of the difficulty in advancing a very ingenious 
argument. He submits that the Farman may be prospective, but it could 
not be retrospective, and could not affect the valuables which had been 
stored some time prior to August, 1933, when Shri Goverdhan Lalji left 
for Simla and appears to have locked the room in question. He points 
out that the order (Ex. 94) is dated 10th October, 1933, and the Farman 
published in the Me war Gazette (Ex. 62) is dated 31st December, 1934, 
while Goverdhan Lalji left for Simla in August, 1933, and died in September, 
1933. It is difficult for me to appreciate this contention of Mr. Jain. 
The Farman, if at all, gives recognition to the existing state of affairs and 
declares that the Shrine of Shri Nathji is and always has been a religious 
institution for the followers of Vaishnava Sampradaya and that all its 
properties were dedicated properties. The Tilkayat, for the time being, 
is merely a custodian and manager and trustee of the said properties. His 
other contention that the admissions in the pleading and in the power of 
attorney were made by Maharaj Shri under some undue influence or 
coercion and, at any rate, could not be treated as higher than 
mere pieces of evidence, is equally futile. There is nothing on the record 
to suggest that those statements were made under any such pressure of 
undue influence and even as evidence in the case, they add to the volume 
of evidence existing on the point and lead to the inevitable conclusion at 
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which I have arrived. I, therefore, hold for purposes of this investigation 
that the claim of Maharaj Shri to the temple properties on that ground 
cannot be sustained. The properties are endowed properties belonging 
to the Idol .of Shri Nathji. 

Incident of 25th December, 1057. 

Now, we come to the actual incident of the 25th of December, 1957. 
In dealing with this,case, one has to remember the sound warning: which 
some .of. the members of the Bar have justly uttered. It must be said 
that in. examining the evidence of most of the witnesses connected with the 
Templpuand its administration, one finds that they have not given out 
the. whole truth. One,, therefore, cannot safely depend on all that has been 
stated by them and one is compelled to read the eyidence between the lines 
in order to find out the underlying truth. There appears to have been a 
general tendency on the part of these witnesses to conceal matters which 
were likely to affect prejudicially the interest of Maharaj Shri and to give 
out as, little of the truth as possible without jeopardising his position in 
the incident- One has, therefore, to consider not only what the witnesses 
say, but what in, the natural course of events the witnesses have kept back 
from disclosing to the Commission. 

First point of reference. 

(i) The facts and circumstances leading to the find of valuables .—The short 
facts which happened on that eventful day and which are practically undis¬ 
puted are as follows : On 25th December, 1957, after Raj Bhog Darsan, 
Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib, the then Executive Officer, proceeded 
to the Gahanaghar Kotha. They came from the temple through the cor¬ 
ridor connecting the Gopi-Gowal-ki-Gali, and mounted the flight of stairs 
in that Gali leading to be covered verandah “I”, in which the doors of the 
Gahanaghar Kothas open (Ex. 16). Door “H” through which they appear 
to have entered and climb the flight of stairs is usually kept closed, admit¬ 
tedly, there is no entry in normal course from that side. The entry to the 
Gahanaghar usually is from the Bagicha of Navnitpriyaji. In going through 
that route, one has to climb a flight of stairs which leads to a balcony 
and; then after proceeding further one has to enter a door “K”, which 
opens into a verandah “J” covered with corrugated iron-sheets. Again, one 
has to pass through door “G” in that verandah in order to enter the inner 
covered verandah “I”. Doors “G” and “K” are both kept locked and there 
is always a sentry on guard at door “K”. The Gahanaghar Daroga, who 
is the chief officer of the Gahanaghar with a number of subordinates, is in 
charge of the keys, of these doors. It appears that on the day in question, 
Kanhaiyalal, the Gahanaghar Daroga, had information beforehand of the 
intended visit of Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib, the Executive Officer, 
to, the Gahanaghar. Because of the information, he and the Gahanaghar 
staff were all present there from before, and it appears that doors “K”,“G” 
and "H” had also been opened. Hari Ballabh alias Ballabh Das (W. 10) 
says that on information he “opened the door of the stair-case leading 
to the.Mandir of Shri Nathji ; Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib came from 
th,e Mandir”. The staff of the Gahanaghar, in addition of the Gahanaghar 
Daroga Kanhaiyalal (W. 9) consisted of Shyamlal Patwa (W. 13 ), 
Anandi Eal Jaria (W. 24), and others. The key of the Gahanaghar is kept 
in the Krishna Bhandar and -without obtaining the key from there, the 
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Gahanaghar could not be opened. Kanhaiyalal says that he had not obtaii - 
ed the keys from Krishna Bhandar beforehand, in spite of the information. 
After his arrival at Gahanaghar, Ranawat Sahib ordered Bhoiiram Cha- 
prasi, who had accompanied him, to ask Haridas Bhandari to come with 
the keys. It is the practice that the keys of the Gahanaghar are brought 
by Haridas (W. 19) himself, who is the Bhandari of the Krishna Bhandar, 
and an officer next in position to the Executive Officer. On the direction 
of Ranawat Sahib, Haridas handed over the keys to Kanhailal Daroga, 
who handed them over to Ballabhdas, and the Gahanaghar Kotha wasopened. 
In other words, door “0” of room “B” was opened. The persons, 
who entered this room, were Kanhaiyalal, Ballabhdas, Maharaj Shri, Rana¬ 
wat Sahib and Haridas Bhandari. The Jamadar, the Chaprasi, theHawal- 
dar and the Khawases appear to have stayed out. There is some differ¬ 
ence in the evidence whether door “D” or the door of room “A” was opened 
first. According to Kanhaiyalal, Maharaj Shri and Shri Ranawat, the door 
of room “A” was opened first, whereas Panna Lai Usta (W. 13) and Hari 
das Bhandari state that the lock of door “D” was first broken open. For 
the present I may only state that before opening the door of room “A” 
they found two wooden almirahs in front of it. One of the almirahs covered 
the door and the second almirah stood just beside the other one. The 
size of the door and the sizes of the two almirahs might as well be mentioned 
here. The measurement of the door of Kotha “A” including the door-frames 
was 5' 1" X 3' 4". The size of the first almirah standing in front of the door 
was 6' x 3'3J", while that of the second almirah was 5'3" x 3' 1J". 
These almirahs apparently covered the door in such a way that no one 
could know that there was a Kotha behind. Room “B” is also comparatively 
a small and dark room as the plan itself shows. Kanhaiyalal pointed out 
that there was a Kotha behind the almirahs. These almirahs were filled with 
heavy articles of silver meant for the ordinary use of Thakurji. The 
articles were very likely taken out, though there is some discrepancy on the 
point, and when the almirahs were moved off, the door of Kotha“A”became 
visible. There appeared to be a paper chit on the door of room“A”with wax 
seals on it, and the two locks—one in the middle and the other at the top— 
appeared to be covered with cloth which also had wax seals on them. The 
paper chit bore the signatures of Ramakant Malviya and Bindu Lai Bhatta- 
oharya of the year 1935. Kanhaiyalal says that possibly the date was 23rd 
September, 1935. The witnesses stated that the seals on the paper chit 
appeared to be that of the Krishna Bhandar (though actually they bore the 
monogram “RKM”) ; but no witness has said that the seals on the cloth 
pieces covering the locks were deciphered. Kanhaiyalal at one stage of his 
deposition said : 

“I had seen the seals. I remember that the w'ax seals on the cloth 
over the locks bore the impression of Bhagirathi Bahuji in Hindi”. 

But when confronted with his earlier statement in Bombay, where he had not 
mentioned anything about the seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji, he hastened to cor¬ 
rect himself and submitted : 

“I did not notice the seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji when the locks 
over room A were broken open.” 

Ranawat Sahib enquired of Kanhaiyalal if he had any record of the contents 
of that room. Kanhaiyalal answered that he had no such record, nor was he 
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ir-charge of the room. Ranawat Sahib then made enquiries fromHaridas 
Bhandari if there was any record about the contents of this room in the 
Krishna Bhandar, and Hari Das replied that he had come to know of the 
Kotha for the first time that day, and , therefore, he was unable to say 
whether there was any record or not about it. Then Maharaj Shri ordered 
that the locks on the door of that room should be broken open. This was 
done by Panna Lai Ust x, the locksmith, working under the Gahanaghar 
Daroga, Kanhaiyalal then entered the room first of all. No one else entered 
the room, as he says. Since it was dark inside, he tried to feel around 
with his hands and found bags of coins in the left side corner on the floor. 
He tried to pull one of the bags, but the cloth gave way, as it was old, and 
coins were scattered on the floor. Candles were then sent for. Kanhaiya¬ 
lal then again went inside the room and Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib 
also accompanied him. Hari Das stayed out near the door of Kotha A. 
In the light of the candle, they noticed that there were four almirahs (Hatras) 
on the left hand side of the room built in the walls, which appeared to be 
like cup-boards, the third of which counting from the left had no doors. 
The doors of fir; first and the second Hatras were locked, but there was 
no lock on the fourth Hutra. 0 1 the d : rec f ion of Ranawat Sahib, Panna 
Lai Usfca broke open the locks of these Hatras also. After the locks 
had been broken open, Kanhaiyalal opened the doors, removed some 
cloth piece which covered the contents of the first Hatra and found that there 
were velvet jewel cases and gold and jewel articles and utensils in that 
ciip-board. Similarly, in the other alniirah (No. 2), he found, on opening, 
jewel cases and gold and jewel articles as in the first one, while in the third 
and fourth Hatras, he found silver utensils. Ranawat Sahib then ordered 
Hari D s to get trunks from the Krishna Bhandar on the suggestion of 
Maharaj Shri so as to removj the variables i:i those trunks. Bholi Ram 
Chaprasi was directed to fetch the trunks, and six trunks were received 
from the Krishna Bha idar. Kanha'yaial then called the other three members 
of the Gahanaghar staff inside Kotha A, namely, Ballablr Das, Shyam Lai, 
and Anandilal.He a'o le took ou : . the article) from the first two cup-boards, 
passed them on to the members of his staff, Ballabhdas and Shyamlal, who 
arranged ihem in thi boxes. After hiving stored the articles found 
in the first two cup-boards, Kanhaiyalal took out the articles 
from the other two cup-boards also and put (hem in the trunks. Admit¬ 
tedly, the bags containing the coins found below cup-board No. 1 
were about 24 to 25 in number. It appears that each of these bags 
contained one thousand coins (rupees). These coins were also kept in the 
trunks, and what remained was carried in two cloth bags which were also 
obtained from the Krishna Bhandar. The trunks were also locked with 
lock) obtained from the lvrishan Bhandar and the keys were then handed 
over to Maharaj Shri. 

The question then arose, how the boxes were to be removed to the 
apartment of Maharaj Shri. The boxes were then removed to the private 
apartments of Maharaj Shri through Kotha “C” and the room beyond 
door “D”. Door “D” was also locked from the side of Gahanaghar room 
“C”, but the lock was broken open without waiting to obtain the keys 
from the Krishna Bhandar, while the servants of Maharaj Shri got the 
door of the room in which door “D” opened unlocked from the Bara Zenana 
side. Labourers were then brought. The evidence further shows, as it 
has been admitted by Maharaj Shri himself, that there were six wooden 
bpjees in-the room, which were meant for keeping ornaments, and some 
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of them had carvings on them. These boxes were not opened or their 
contents disclosed. All these trunks and boxes including the hags were 
then removed from room “A” through room “C” and door “D”, past the 
Chopar in the Bara Zenana, and then through a flight of stairs taken to 
the private apartments of Maharaj Shri in the Kamal Mahal. Some of the 
trunks being heavy, and the passage being narrow, they were carried by 
two coolies. The servants of Maharaj Shri accompanied the coolies when 
the trunks were being shifted and finally when the bags and the wooden 
boxes were removed, Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib also went with 
them. Thereafter door “D” was locked by the Gahanaghar Officer and the 
keys of the locks of Kotha A and door “D” remained with the Gahanaghar 
Officer. The chits of paper bearing the signature of Bindulal Bhatta'eharya 
and Ramakant Malviya on Kotha A and those of Bindulal and Ranchhorlal 
on door “D” and the pieces of cloth covering the looks were all left there. 

The Gahanaghar Officer maintains a register in which entries are made 
with regard to the opening of the Gahanaghar Kotha, each time that articles 
are removed therefrom or kept therein with their respective dates; but 
no such entries were made in the register that day in respect of the removal 
of the articles in question. This is borne out by the evidence of Ha rid as 
Bhandari (W. 19) as also Nathulal (W. 36). Kanhaiyalal has admitted 
that the passage through which the valuables were removed, though some¬ 
what circuitous and difficult, was a secret passage, which would not expose 
the process of removal to the gaze of outsiders or those unduly curious. 
No record or inventory of the articles which were found was made that day. 
The articles after they were taken to the private apartments of Maharaj 
Shri appear to have been transferred to other trunks and the very next day 
the trunks which were taken from the Krishna Bhandar as also the bags 
were returned empty to the Bhandar (W. 9, page 26). It is important to 
remember here that the Gahanaghar staff headed by Daroga Kanhaiyalal 
had prior knowledge of the fact that Maharaj Shri and Ranawat Sahib 
would visit the Gahanaghar, and, therefore, they kept some of the doors 
open from before. The staff which were mostly present there were the 
officers of the Gahanaghar working under Kanhaiyalal and the Khawases 
or orderlies of Maharaj Shri. It was Kanhaiyalal who first got into the room 
and took the lead in opening out the Hatras. It was he who took out the 
articles from the Hatras and got them stored in the boxes by the members 
of his staff. So Tar as the Krishna Bhandar staff is concerned, it appears 
that apart from Ranawat Sahib and his Chaprasi Bholiram only Haridas 
Bhandari was there. Arjun Hawaldar appears to have been on duty outside 
near door “K” of the Kotha. We get from the evidence of Kanhaiyalal 
that in addition to the four labourers, there were four Khawases of Maharaj 
Shri : viz., Devilal, Sunderlal and two others whose names he did not 
remember. The members of the Gahanaghar staff also helped in carrying the 
boxes. Kanhaiyalal admits that he did not inform anybody about the 
incident. 

On the 10th of January, 1958, an inventory of the articles was prepared 
by Kanhaiyalal, Ballabh Das, and the personal Munim of Maharj Shri. 
The valuables appear to have been transferred to other boxes five or six 
in number, belonging to Maharaj Shri and kept in his Toshakhana. The 
articles were weighed and a list was prepared. The big articles were weighed 
separately, but the smaller articles together. Haridas appears to have 
spoken of the incident to Shri Chaturbhu j Bhatia (W.45), a local member of 
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the Committee. This he did on enquiry made by Chaturbhnj himself when 
the latter met him on the way the same day the valuables were found 
(W.19) page 253). At a later stage I will deal with the prevearications of 
Chaturbhuj on the point, as I consider the evirdence of Haridas more 
trustworthy. 

I have already held that Kotha A was the most secured room in the 
Bara Kotha of the Gahanaghar. It was in the nature of a strong room; 
and there was documentary evidence to show that it was called 
the Akhand Kotha or the Akhoot Bhandar in figutive language by 
those who knew about it, both on account of its situation in theGahanaghar 
and also on account of the fact that it was said to contain inexhaustible 
treasure. Even in the list of articles found in the Kotha, they were 
valued atnearly four lakhs of rupees. That Kotha A was the Akhand 
Kotha was admitted by Tilkayat Maharaj himself in the writ petition filed 
in the High Court on 13-4-58, and also in the petition (Ex. 164) filed before the 
City Magistrate at Jaipur under section 523 of the Code of Criminal Procedure 
in respect of the seizure of valuable articles at Amber from the possession of 
Maharaj Shri. After all this to feign ignorance of the existence of the 
Akhand Kotha in evidence before the Commission by the Tilkayat was, to say 
the least, of it, an impudent lie, which no one with any modicum of sel-frespect 
would have ventured to do. Either he knew about the existence of Kotha A 
or he did not. He says that he knew about it from before. If he did, he must 
have also known that it was the Akhand Kotha. The Tilkayat takes shelter 
under the plea that the said statements were prepared at the instance of his 
Karkun Shri Vardaprasad Shukla, who looked after his affairs and was a re¬ 
sident of Kanpur; but he admits that the said Shri Shukla was conversant 
with all his affairs, including the affairs in relspesct of the seizure at Amber 
(P.181). The writ petition was presented on his behalf by one Shri Inderlal 
Govil. It is, therefore, foolhardy on the part of the Tilkayat now to go back 
upon those statemets. Shri Jain has tried to show that even a man like 
Shri Sukhadia, inspite of his early association with Nathdwara and the other 
local members, did not know about the existence of any Akhand Kotha. 
Whatever may be said of the local members, Chaturbhuj and Chunnilal, 
Shri Sukhadia had to no stage anything to do with the internal arrangements 
of the Gahanaghar. It would not be surprising if he or such other of his type 
did not know about it, when Shri Yamuna Lai Dashora, specially deputed to 
make an inventory of its contents, could not know about it, when the Kotha 
was for the first time revealed to Hari Das Bhandari, when at the instance 
of Kanhaiyalal the almirahs were removed on the day of the incident, and 
Anandilal ( W.24 ), the goldsmith, who had been in the service of the 
Gahanaghar for the last 30 or 35 years and had occasion to visit the Gaha¬ 
naghar Kothas about hundereds of times during the period had no knowledge 
that there was any such Kotha A earlier than the 25th of December, 1957. 
In fact the evidence hows that very few were allowed to enter the Gah- 
naghar Kothas and even from those who did, the existence of the Akhand 
Kotha was kept a closely guarded secret, save from the chief of the Gaha¬ 
naghar, namely, the Gahanagar Daroga, or a select few like him. I may refer 
to an instance which I noticed during the course of my last local inspection. 
Shri Jain and Shri Desai on behalf of Tilkayatji requested that 
T should see a replica of the image of Shri Nathji, which was lying in one of 
the rooms and was intended to be installed at Banares. I was taken to 
a room which was full of records. In one corner of the room there was a small 
alcove in the wall in which there was another stateue. I was told that there 
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was a similar alcove in the wall in the other corner which had been plastered 
up and when the plaster would be removed the image I was required to set' 
would be visible. The plaster was accordingly removed and then what was 
revealed to me was not merely a small alcove in the wall, but an aperture 
opening on a good size room, where the image about 4’ long was lying in 
a shabby wooden box on the floor. I could not imagine when I entered the 
room full of records that it could lead to some such room through a closed 
aperture in the wall, while the arrow alcove in the other corner in the wall 
served definitely as a red herring to (he visitor. 

Object of opening the Knihn : The. Theory of repairs ? 

What was then the object in opening this Kotha on the day in ques¬ 
tion 1 ? The Kotha had remained locked over since 1933 and had not been opened 
earlier, and the evidence shows that the almirahs were placed in such a 
way that even the door of this Kotha was not visible. I have shown earlier 
that in 1941, no inventory could be made of the contents of this Kotha 
beeasue those in the know of things did not disclose its existence. 
Is it true that the Kotha was opened because the roof of the Gahanaghar 
needed repairs, and the valuabe articles contained in the room of 
the Gahanaghar had to be shifted to some other place or tha main 
object in opening the Kotha was to remove the valuables and to gain 
possession of them by Maharaj Shri? In support of the theory that it was 
opened because the roofof the Gahanaghar needed repairs, both ora] and 
documentary evidence have been given. The learned Advocate General 
himself appears to have worked on the assumption that there was this repair 
necessary and consequently the Kotha was opened on that day. I am, 
however, inclined to think that the real reason for opening the Kotha was 
not the removal of the valuables contained in Kothas B and 0 to some other 
safe receptacle, in order to undertake the repair of the roof of the Gahanaghar 
Bara Kotha, but mainly to get possession of the valuable contents of Kotha A. 
The learned Advocate General also in the course of the arguments appears 
to have been impressed with this view; but he suggested that both possibilities 
might be there. Learned counsel for the Temple Board and for the inter - 
venors as also Mr. Hajela have strongly repudiated the other theory and they 
have contended, and in my opinion rightly, that the entire object of opening 
the Gahanaghar Kotha was to get possession of the articles which were 
store therein. 

The documentary evidence which has been produced in support of the 
theory of repairs consists of Exs. 1 to 15 as also Ex. 86. Exs. 1 to 15 were produ¬ 
ced from the custody of Shri Ranawat on the 15th ( f January, 1958, and 
handed over to the learned Advocate General. Exs. 1,2 and 3 are on one piece 
of paper, Exs 4,5,0 and 7 are on another piece, and Exs 8, 9,10 and 11 are 
on a third piece of paper. They are loose sheets of paper containing writtings 
of Shri Ranawat, the Gahanaghar Daroga Kanhaiyalal, and some other 
officers. Exs. 12, 13, 14 and 15 are also on loose sheets of paper in separate 
pieces. Ex. 1, which is dated 15th August, 1957 shows that Kanehaiyalal 
reported to the Executive Officer that the roof of the Gahanaghar Bara 
Kotha, in which there were silver and gold articles in great quantity had 
become old, there were cracks in the ceiling through which water leaked 
inside and some of the beams has also fallen down. In such circumstances, 
there was an apprehension of the entire roof coming down. It was, therefore 
necessary that the roof should be immediately repaired. Shri Ranawat 
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ordered on the 27th that an estimate should obtained about the 
cost of repairs and on the 29th the matter was referrd to some mason called 
Oajdhar for that purpose. Below this there is a note showing that the 
estimate was Rs. 295/4/-, but that note appears to have been cancelled 
out by someone. This was in August, 1957, and one could well under¬ 
stand that during the rainy season when the leakage and cracks were 
discovered, repairs were deemed necessary and forthwith steps 
appear to have been taken in order to get an estimate. My inspection of 
the ceiling which is all of a piece, as admitted by Kanhaiyalal also, covering 
the block of rooms "A”, “B” and “C”, showed that there were repairs done 
by cementing over the cracks which appeared in the ceiling and the estimate 
also appears to he consistent witli the nature of repairs done on the ceiling. 
The immediate danger, therefore, had disappeared. But we find that some 
2g months afterwards, a fresh report was made by the Gahanaghar Daroga 
Kanhaiyalal on 5th of November, 1957 (Ex. 4). In this he refers to the 
previous report dated 24th August, 1957, and complains that no repair 
was undertaken in spite of it. He points out that some of the rafters had 
broken down and were hanging in the room and only the ceiling at the 
top was there. If any of those rafters fell down, it was likely to be dan¬ 
gerous and there was no arrangement for security. Therefore, as early as 
possible a new roof should he put on the Bara Gahanaghar Kotha and the 
valuables stored in the Kotha should he removed to a safe place. He wanted 
instructions accordingly. The Executive Officer again directed that an 
estimate should be obtained, as appears from his order dated 8-ll*1957(Ex.7) 
on that paper; hut nothing appears to have been done for some time there¬ 
after. Then comes the third sheet of paper beginning with Ex. 8 dated 30th 
November, 1957,which is supposed to be in the nature of a reminder wherein 
the Clahan ighar Officer says that he had already reported about a new roof 
being put over the Bara Kotha of the Gahanaghar,and he further adds that 
lie hid been given to understand that there was some arrangements for 
storing the valuables which were lying in that Kotha in a Kotha which was 
in the inner portion of the Gahanaghar. He. therefore, requested 
that before the repair of the roof was undertaken, permission 
should he given to remove the articles to that, room. Shri 
Ra a vat grants the permission by his order of the same date. This 
is followed by another report by KanhaiyaL 1 in which to be 
he submits that the Kotha in question, to which the valuables were intended 
removed, was said to be in the possession of Maharaj Sahib, and it appear 
to have been locked from the Bara Zenana side and was also closed from 
inside. Therefore, permission had to be obtain *d for having it opened. Maharaj 
Shri and Shri Ranawat appear to insist in their evidence that the reference 
in this document (Ex. 10) read with the earlier report Ex.8 was to Kotha 
A, which was said to lie in the possession of Maharaj Shri but it is impossible 
to accept that position. Room "A” may be in the Gahanaghar Kotha, 
but is is ridiculous to suggest that it was locked from inside the Zenana. The 
very location of Kotha A shows that it had no other access except through 
room “B”, and it was not locked from the Zenana side. Kanhaiyalal in his 
evidence has explained that in Ex. 10 he intended to refer to the Kotha beyond 
door ' D” which was locked from the Zenana side and it was that Kotha, 
whieh, according to him as said to be in possession of Maharaj Shri (W.9 
Page 17). Then Shri Ranawat, orders on the (ith December, 1957 that per¬ 
mission to have the locks opened after explaining te position should bo obtai¬ 
ned from Shri Khas Dafter, which means the office of Maharaj Shri. Exs. 
12, 13, and 14 refer to the estimate, and they are dated long after the 
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incident beginning from 23rd January, 1958 and ending with 29th January, 
1958. These documents may he, therefore, left out of account. It is 
curious after this note of Shri Ranawat on the titb December, 1957, there is 
nothing in writing from the Khas Daftar. But it appears from Ex. 81), 
which is a letter sent by Shri Ranawat on the 9th December, 1957, addressed 
to Shri Khas Daftar, that therein he suggests that there was proposal of 
having a new roof put over the Bara Kotha of Gahanaghar, and it was 
contemplated that the effects and valuables in that Kotha should be 
remo ved to a Kotha which was in the inner part of the Gahanaghar; and that 
the said Kolha being in possessicn cl Mrhar&j fchri aid leirg Jcck(d, tl.e 
lock may be ordered to be opened at an early date. 

Mr. Hajela has contended that even if the other documents are genuine, 
at least Ex. 86 appears to be fabricated for purposes of this inquiry. It is 
important to note that in this letter the description of the inside Kotha to 
which the articles were contemplated to be removed is not exactly in the same 
terms as in Ex. 10, and the words “awr bare zenane ki laraf se tala band liokar 
undar sz band hai” do not find place in this document. I agree that it was 
easy enough to manufacture this paper. In the letter of Shri Thackeisey 
(Ex. 87) dated 25-3-1958, which he sent in reply to the letter of resignation of 
Shri Ranawat, the former observed that the true copies of the reports should 
have been submitted by Shri Ranawat long ago to the members of the 
Committee, though Shri Ranawat appears to have shown to the Committee at 
the last meeting one or two letters pertaining to the correspondence betwei n 
the Gahanaghar Officer and himself. This evidently had reference to the 
question of repairs and strengthens the view that probably all these document s 
were not there at the time when some correspondence in regai d to repairs 
was placed at the meeting of the Committee on the 1st or 2nd of February. 
1958. I am, therefore, very doubtful about the genuineness of the other 
documents except Exs. 1, 2 and 3. 

Another fact which has to be considered in this connection is that 
before any large scale reapairs could be undertaken, sanction of the Com¬ 
mittee had to be obtained for the purpose. There was also the momtntus 
question of removal of valuables worth about a crore of jupees lying in 
room “C” alone to some other room. Consequently, the matter had to be 
placed before the members of the Committee by t he Executive Offkcr. On 
the 16th and 17th November, 1957, there was a meeting of the Executive 
Committee, but the minutes do not show that any such question of repair of 
the Gahanaghar Kotha vas mooted on the occasion [vide Ex. 48 (b) 
and (c)]. If the repairs were so urgently needed as the report by 
the Gahanaghar Officer dated 5th November, 1957, shows there 
was no reason why the matter w ould not have been placed before the meml: eis 
of the Committee. That leads me to infer that probably t he necessity for 
the repairs had for the time being disappeared after the repairs under the 
previous estimate of 20th September, 1957, (portion cancelled in Ex. 3) had 
been completed. The learned Advocate General appears to have been im¬ 
pressed about the genuineness of all t hese documents because of there being 
some entry in the Receipt and Despatch Registers of the Gahanaghar and 
the Krishna Bhandar. These entries, however, do not mention the nat ure of 
the communication having passed between the two offices, At any rate, so 
far as the letter dated 9th December, 1957. is concerned, the genuineness of 
which has been seriously questioned by Mr. Ha jela, it is not supported by any 
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such entry in the Krishna Bhandar register. There also does not appear that 
any written reply was sent to it from the Daftar Khas as it used to be the prac 
tice, and this document appears to me quite questionable. Even assuming 
that the above documents are genuine, there was no necessity for opening 
Kotha A on that day, when the estimates were not received before the 291 
January, 1958 (vide Ex. 15). 


In any case, I am unable to accept the theory that the Gahanaghar was 
opened for purposes of repairs because this object of opening the Gahanaghar 
Kotha was never mentioned in the earlier letters, and is quite inconsiste nt w it h 
the probabilities of the case. For the first time, reference to repairs is made; 
in the letter of Shri Thackersey sent on the 14th January, 1958, (Ex. 33 page 
2), when Shri Ranawat had gone to Bombay, as directed by the Vice Presi 
dent, and made his statement there. In that letter, the Vice President sayi 


"The Executive Officer informs me that the present Gahanaghar 
roof was badly needing repairs and that the jewellery and “Abhushans 
belonging to the Deity had to be removed to a safer place before under 
taking the work of repair.” 


But this version of Shri Ranawat wms clearly belated and not supported by the 
earlier communications which had passed between him and the Vice President 
or even between the Vice President and Maharaj Shri. In the telegram, which 
he sent to Shri Thackersey on the 2nd January, 1958, (Ex. 23), he merely 
mentioned that a Gahanaghar almirah containing His Holiness’ ornaments 
and utensils had been opened in his presence and the whole of the Gaharra 
ghar staff and Krishna Bhandar staff and five others and the contents deli 
vered to Maharaj Shri. In the letter (Ex. 26). which he sent on the 3rd of 
January, 1958, confirming the telegram, he makes no mention that the room 
had to be opened because the roof of the Gahanaghar needed repair 
and the articles stored in the Gahanaghar were intended to be shifted 
to that room. In that letter also he repeats the same story that 
a small room popularly known as almirah in the Gahanaghar was locked 
and sealed and Maharaj Shri told him that it contained his or naments 
as he was informed by the Gahanaghar Officer and that he wanted 
to open it. Evidently this was the purpose for opening the Gahanagha 
and not the purpose of repairs ; and then he proceeds to say that the 
almirah or small room was unlocked and it contained a “few purses of 
rupees, silver gold utensils and some ornaments”. I will have to refer 
to these letters at later stages also in connection with other points which con 
cern the investigations. In the letter of 4tli January, 1948 (Ex. 28), which 
Maharaj Shri sent to Mr. Tahckersey, he repeats what Shri Ranawat said in 
the earlier letter. He observes that the Gahanaghar Officer had been telling 
him for some time that some ornaments belonging to him were in a small roon 
in the Gahanaghar which was sealed and locked. He mentioned this to th( 
Executive Officer and after enquiring from the Gahanaghar Officer, the Exe 
cutive Officer agreed that the room may be unlocked in his presence. Ac 
cordingly the room w r as unlcoked and the contents thereof were transferred 
from there to the residence of Maharaj Shri. Again, in another letter dated 
9th January, 1958 (Ex. 30), he makes no mention of the repairs of the roof 
In that state of affairs, it is impossible to accept the story which is set up about 
the opening of this Kotha for purposes of repairs. 
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I have already fa-aid that the report Ex. 10 of the Gahanaghar Officer 
could never relate to Kotha A. Kanhaiyalal himself admitted it. Besides 
there was no sense in removing the valuables of Kotha C and B to Kotha A 
when the roof of all these rooms formed one piece, and the intention was 
te replace the entire old roof. Even Shri Ranawat, when pressed hard in his 
examination, had to say: 

“Upon the opening of room A I did not ascertain whether it led to 
Bara Zenana. I discovered later that there was no door leading from 
room A to Bara Zenana, but there was another door leading from 
room C to Kotha A through the Bara Zenana.” 

He further admits : 

“Now that I know about the location of room A, I cannot say that 
this report could have referred to room A. The description of the 
room given in that report did not very accurately strike me at the time 
when room A was opened. I took it that the report Ex. 10 referred 
to room A because the Gahanaghar Officer got that room opened. I 
did not try to check up even after the find of the valuables whether the 
description given in report Ex. 10 was of room A”. 

He also admits that on the date in question, although he himself felt no 
apprehension that the ornaments and articles lying in Gahanaghar room “C”, 
if not removed, were likely to be spoiled, yet he did ask Maharaj Shri to open 
the room in order to have the articles removed because the Gahanaghar Offi¬ 
cer was insisting, that there was such an apprehension of the ornaments and 
valuables being spoiled, if not removed (See page 136 of Shri Banawat). 
All the time he appears to be singing the tune of the Gahanaghar Officer as 
if he himself had no discretion in the matter. The fact remains that although 
on the admission of Shri Ranawat himself the articles contained in Botha 
“C” were valued about a crore of rupees, these articles were actually not 
removed from that room until some six months afterwards ; which goes to 
show that all this story about repairs of the Kotha in question was a got up 
story. I find that the real purpose was, as stated in the earlier letters, both 
of Shri Ranawat and Maharaj Shri, that Maharaj Shri wanted the Kotha to he 
opened because the Gahanaghar Officer had told him that it contained valu¬ 
ables belonging to himself, and he wanted to take possession of the valuables. 
He reached Nathdwara on the Diwali day on the 22nd of October, 1957, and 
soon afterwards the activity for taking possession of the valuables commenced. 

Tilkayat’s claim to the possession of Kotha A. 

Let me now turn to examine the claim of theTilkayat as to the possession 
of Kotha A. I have already dealt with the question of title and ownership 
of the properties of the temple. I have also found that there was a well 
established custom or usage of storing the articles of Shri Nathji in the 
Gahanaghar Kothas, as distinguished from the personal treasure-rooms of the 
Tilkayat; and Kotha A being a part and parcel of the Gahanaghar Kothas, 
the articles stored therein or for the matter of that even in the long wooden 
box in Kotha “C” would all belong to ShriNathji, unless Maharaj Shri was 
able to establish to the contrary that some of his own articles were inadver¬ 
tently mixed up with the articles of the Idol, which were held by 
him and his predecessors in trust for the Idol. Even Shri Goverdhnlalji, 
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the preceding Tilkayat appears to have observed the old usage and custom 
of storing the articles in the manner indicated earlier, and when he came to 
lock the room in 1938 before his departure for Simla, it must be assumed 
that the contents which he stored therein were all of Shri Nathji. Kanhai- 
yalal has already stated that the reference in Exs. 8 andlOofhis reports-to the 
Kotha which was said to be in possession of Maharaj Shri was not to Kotha A, 
but to Kotha beyond door D; and that cuts almost at the very root of 
the assertion 'made both by Maharaj Shri and even echoed by Shri Ranawat 
that Kotha A was in possession of the Maharaj and his predecessor. 
Their authority for this assertion, as their evidence indicates, is mainly the 
Gahanaghar Officer himself. It is relevant to consider what Maharaj Shri 
himself thought of the matter, he being the principal actor in the episode 
of the 25th December, 1957. He says (P.159 of his deposition) at first 
that his mother had spoken to him about the contents of Kotha A as being 
heb personal property, and she enjoined thatit might be opened after he had 
attained majority. He also adds that she had stated to the same effect 
in a Will of hers before she died in 1939. We will consider the terms of this 
alleged will later. In another part of his deposition (P.175) the Tilkayat 
admits that apart from what was spoken to him by his mother and the state¬ 
ments of some of his own employees and those of the Gahanaghar and the 
reference to the Kotha in the will of his mother, there was no other document 
to show that Kotha A was in his possession. It is important to recall here 
the bold assertion which he made in one of his earlier letters to Shri 
Thaokersey (Ex. 55, dated 12-3-58): 

“I will be forwarding to you the position according to the records 
available here to prove that the room was under my charge and that 
the' contents so received were put by my grand-father as personal 
and that later the seal of my mother was put on the lock.” 

Ih his still earlier letter to Shri Thaokersey (Ex. 28 dated 4th January, 1958), 
in fact the first one which the Tilkayat sent after the incident, he merely says 
that the Gahanaghar Officer had been telling him for some time that some 
ornaments belonging to him were in a small room in the Gahanaghar. There 
he does not speak of any will of his mother. Till then he mentions only 
two factors to support his claim: (*) that the room was locked and sealed by 
two responsible officers of the Mewar Government when he was a minor; 
and {ii) that when later the Mewar Government made an inventory of all 
the ornaments, jewellery and utensils belonging to Shri Nathji, they did 
not touch the room because it belonged to him. I have already shown why 
the inventory of this room was not prepared at those stages and in the light 
of my earlier finding, these reasons appear to me quite frivolous, and 
ill-founded. 

The Tilkayat’s statement in the letter (Ex. 55) that the contents of Kotha 
A were the personal properties of his grand-father, which the latter hr d stored 
in that room, ill accords with his statement before the Commission that the 
room contained the personal property of his mother. Unfortunatefy for him 
the copy of the will (Ex. 173), which he has produced before me does not bear 
out even this part of his claim. A perusal of the various paragraphs of the 
document would go to show that the real intention of the testatrix was to 
dispose of her ornaments particularly by bequeathing them to her daughter. 
Clause 12, which is the relevant clause on which Shri Jain relics, dees rot 
appear to be a term of bequest at .all. She merely recites that the private 
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treasure of her deceased father-in-law Shri Goverdhan Lalji had been 
sealed at the hands of Shri Ramakant Malviya in 1932-33, and that the said 
treasure should he opened personally by Shri Govind Lalji when he attains 
majority, and no one else had the right to open it. It iB obvious that there 
is no disposition of any of her own property intended in this paragraph. It 
contains only a pious wish expressed by her. There is complete absence of 
any reference to the Gahanaghar Kotha or Akhand Kotha in the document, 
which would have been necessarily there if the document actually refc rred 
to Kotha A; on the contrary the words are “Khangi Khazana” of the 
Maharaj. Khangi Khazana must relate to the private Toshakhana of Shri 
Goverdhan Lalji and not to the Gahanaghar Kothas of ShiiNathji,— the 
distinction being so patent and notorious that if actually Kotha A was 
meant, Bahuji Maharaj would have definitely described it as such. We have 
seen that inventories were made of the Baithak Toshakhana and the Zenana 
Toshakhana after the death of Bahuji Maharaj, and that so long as she was 
alive, she had strongly opposed the preparation of inventories in respect of 
these Toshakhanas. We have also seen that on some of these rooms there were 
the seals of Rama Kant Malviya. The reference in the copy of the will to the 
“Khangi Khazana of Maharaj Shri” may betosome ofthese rooms in which 
the personal property of Shri Goverdhan Lalji used to be stored, viz., the 
Baithak Toshakhana or the Niji Toshakhanas of Maharaj Shri as distinguish¬ 
ed from the Gahanaghar Kothas of Shri Nathji. This disposes of the entire 
basis of the claim to possession set up by Maharaj Shri. An examination of 
the terms of the power of attorney also show's that Maharaj Shri had divested 
himself of all rights of management of the temple properties in favour of the 
members of the Managing Committee, who held the power of attorney. There 
does not appear to be, therefore, any justification for Maharaj Shri to have 
Kotha A opened on the day in question and remove those treasures. 

Theory of Bhagirathi Bahuji’s seals. 

One further fact which has been placed before me in support of his claim 
is the allegation that there were seals of Bhagirathi Bahuji on the pieces of 
cloth which covered the locks over the door of room “A”. Curiously enough 
in the very earliest correspondence which passed between Shii Thackersey 
on the one hand and Maharaj Shri on the other, or for the matter of that bet¬ 
ween Shri Thackersey and Shri Ranawat, there is absolutely no mention of 
the seals of Bhagirathi Bahuji. For the first time there is a reference to the 
seals of Bhagirathi Bahuji when Shri Thackersey visited the place on the 31st 
January, 1958. The witnesses, who have been examined and who were pre¬ 
sent at the time of the opening of the Kotha, have not said that they were able 
to decipher any seals of Bahuji Maharaj on those pieces of cloth. Shri Tha¬ 
ckersey says that he picked up in Kotha “B” outside room “A” some pieces 
of cloth with seal marks on the same. He made a note of the impressions of 
the seals which he could see and it bore the name of Bha irathi. Bahuji. .One 
of the seals was prominent and the others were broken. He recorded all 
this in a memorandum of his inspection (Ex. 49). Kanhaiyalal’s evidence 
is that the pieces of cloth which covered the locks were placed in a niche of the 
wall above the door frames and thereafter when Shri Krishnaraj Thackersey 
and other members of the Committee went to inspect the Gahanaghar, they 
were noticed by them and then taken away by Shri Krishnaraj Thackersey. 
The presence of these seals has been made much of in the subsequent 
correspondence of both Maharaj Shri and Shri Ranawat to support the 
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claim to possession by Maharaj Shri of the Kotha in question. But there are va¬ 
rious weighty considerations which militate against the acceptance of the view 
that these seals were there at the time when the Kotha was opened or that 
Bhagirathi Bahuji may have at any time put her seals on the room of the 
Gahanaghar Kotha. The first and most important consideration is that 
on the date 25th December, 1957, and even thereafter until Shri Thackersey 
visited, no one appears to have noticed these seals. Shri Banawat says 
that he tried to identify the seals on the cloth, but he could not, though at 
the same time he asserts that it was not that of the Krishna Bhandar. Even 
if Shri Ranawat could not do so, it was possible for the other younger people 
who were present at the time including Maharaj Shri and Kanhaiyalal to 
be able to decipher the seal, but none of them cared to have done so. 
Secondly, the place, where the pieces of cloth bearing the seals appeared to 
have been kept, as stated by Kanhaiyalal, was in itself suspicious. If it was 
such an important piece of evidence in favour of possession of Maharaj 
Shri, Maharaj Shri or Shri Ranawat could have easily picked it up and got 
the seals examined. Thirdly, during the period between the date of the 
incident and the visit of Shri Thackersey, the Kotha appears to have 
been opend on several dates, and, therefore, there was enough opportunity 
for somebody who was authorised to enter the Gahanaghar, specially the 
Gahanaghar Officer, to put in the cloth bearing those seals in room “B”. 
Nathulal (W.36) says that during the period, the Gahanaghar was opened 
at least about, six times and proves the entries which were made in his 
handwriting. These entries were made in accordance with the practice of 
making such entries whenever the Gahanaghar Kotha was opened and 
articles were taken out or returned. Kanhaiyalal of course has denied any 
such possibility of planting, but I am not prepared to accept his statement. 
Fourthly, we have noticed earlier that although there was the seal of Bahuji 
Maharaj on the lock in her own Toshakhana, there was no such seal of Bahuji 
Maharaj found on any of the locks of the various rooms o e the Baithak To¬ 
shakhana which were opened during the preparation of the inventory in 1941. 
There was, therefore, much less possibility of Bahuji affixing any seals on 
the locks of Kotha A, when she had not put any such seals on the Baithak 
Toshakhana. Though I have found that at the relevant time Bahuji Maharaj 
was in Nathdwara, no evidence has been given on behalf of the T’lkayat to 
show that Shrimati Bhagirathi Bahuji Maharaj at any time entered the Gaha¬ 
naghar in order to have her seals put on the locks of Kotha A. The evidence 

of Kalyan Das on the point is hearsay and incredible. In order to do that, 
she had to get the locks opened from the side of the Gahanaghar. For the 
above reasons, I am inclined to the view that there was no seal of Bhagirathi 
Bahuji Maharaj on the cloth which covered the locks of the door of Kotha A 
and that the cloth bearing the seals was planted some time at a later stage 
after the Kotha A was opened on the 25th of December, 1957. 

There has been a great deal of discussion about the age of the cloth also 
on which the seals were affixed. Shri Thackersey says that on his return to 
Bombay, it struck him that he should get the cloth examined by some of the 
officers in his mills. They gave the opinion that the age of the cloth could 
not be more than ten years, and his own impression of the cloth confirmed the 
view. He has been in the cloth business for the last thirty years manufac¬ 
turing cloth in his mills. He owns four cotton mills himself and is associated 
as a director with certain others. Although the age of the cloth could not be 
.'.cientifically determined, yet one is entitled to attach some weight to his 
observation. Shri Mulraj also takes the same view of the cloth. When the 
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cloth bearing the seals of Bhagirathi Bahuji was shown to him by Shri Tha- 
ckersey, he told Shri Thackersey that the cloth could not be twenty-five years 
old. It appeared to him to be a new piece of cloth. In his opinion, the cloth 
would bo five to ten years old. He also could say this from his experience of 
handling cloth of various varieties during the last 20 years, though he did not 
claim to be an expert. He also appears to be a mill owner, concerned with 
the manufacture of cloth and like Shri Thackeisey, he has some competence 
to speak about the matter. Having examined the cloth pieces myself, I feel 
that there is good reason for the statements made by these gentlemen. 

During the course of the arguments, Shri Jain filed a petition whereby 
he requested the Commission to send for a certain file wl i< h v as in the cus¬ 
tody of the Gahanaghar Daroga. He alleged that an c ntry dated Kartik Sudi 
10, Samwat 1988, in Bahi (Ex. 21) had been usedLy the Advocate General in 
support of his submission that the word Kotha in that entry meant Kotha A. 
He was then put on enquiry and found that there was a file started on 23rd 
October, 1943, ending with the order of Khas Daftar on 28th September, 1948, 
No. 12833, in the Krishna Bhandar in Gahanaghar, which related to some 
complaint against the then Gahanaghar Officer, Shri Vrindavandas. He urged 
that if the file was procured, it would show the system of storage of the Bhents 
etc. The Commission observed that Ex. 21 was on the record all through 
and the entry showed that a certain sum of money had been given to Shri 
Baba Sahab to keep in the inside chamber on Kartik Sudi 10, Samwat 1988. 
Witness Kalyandass had almost deposed on the same line as some of the alle¬ 
gations made in the petition of Shri Jain, and he asserted that Bahuji Bhagi- 
rathiji had got her seals affixed on Huzur-ka-Kotha, meaning thereby Kotha 
of Shri Goverdhan Lalji, through Shri Ramakant Malviya and Bindu Lai 
Bhattacharya. He had no direct knowledge of the matter and he merely said 
that he had heard this in 1936 from the Gahanaghar Officer Vrindavar.das. 
No particular reason was assigned by him as to whether there was any occa¬ 
sion for Vrindavandas to make such a statement to him. He merely said 
that he was informed of it when Vrindavandas called him in connection 
with a deficit of Rs. 1,300/-. Although I was not satisfied that there was any 
necessity for calling for the document, I directed Shri Sharma, who appeared 
for the Temple Board, to obtain the file from Kanhaiyalal and produce the 
same before the Commission. When the file was received, Shri Jain drew 
my attention to certain loose papers in the file from which it appeared that 
Shri Bahuji’s seal was affixed on the cloth covering the wooden box and that 
a paper chit was also affixed which bore the signatures of Ramakant Malviya 
and Bindulal Bhattacharya. Although the papers of the loose sheets is old, 
the existence of such a file is not explained. On behalf of the Temple Board 
and the intervenors, it has been contended that this loose sheet may have been 
inserted in the file at the instance of someone, Kanhaiyalal being in custody 
of the file ; that these people had full knowledge of this document because 
Kalyandass (W. 34) when he came to depose already anticipated the content s 
of this document. The document also bears the signatures of persons who are 
alive, and Vrindavan Das, who is dead, has not signed the document. I 
feel great hesitation in relying upon this document at this stage and specially 
in the highly suspicious circumstances in which it has been brought before me. 
The most important fact is that even in the will of Bahuji Maharaj there 
is no such reference to her having put her seals on any Kotha in the 
Gahanaghar which contained her Own properties or the properties of her 
father-in-law. If she were so anxious in paragraph 12 to express that the 
Toshakhana in which the personal properties of her father-in-law were stored 
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and were sealed by Ramakant Malviya should not be opened until Shri 
Govind Lalji attained majority, I do not think why she would not be 
even more particular to mention about a Kotha in which she had put her 
own seal and in which either her properties or the properties of her 
father-in-law as alleged were stored. These and other circumstances 
strongly lead me to hold that the seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji was not 
there at the time, and no importance could be attached to the fact 
that at a subsequent stage Shri Thaekersey found on the 31st January, 
1958, some pieces of cloth in room “B” bearing the seals of Bhagirathi 
Bahuji. Who knows that the seals which were taken out of 
the private Toshakhana or the Zenana Toshakhana of Bahuji 
Maharaj which were placed there in 1938 could not have been 
implanted or even fresh seals may have been put on certain pieces 
of cloth and placed in a niche in the wall of Kotha “B” with the ulterior 
purpose of creating some sort of evidence in support of Maharaj Shri and 
misleading the members of the Committee who investigated about the 
removal of the valuables. That in subsequent correspondence by Maharaj 
Shri and Shri Ranawat much stress was laid on the find of those seals in the 
Gahanaghar is a pointer to the above conclusion. 

Shri Jain has mainly founded his argument upon the fact that the 
members of the Managing Committee were evidently satisfied that the 
seals of Bahuji Maharaj were there at the time when the locks on the Kotha 
were opened. The satisfaction of the Committee was more or less the 
satisfaction of Shri Thaekersey himself. Apart from Shri Thaekersey, 
Shri Vraj Lai Vasnajilalji (W.38) and Shri Vrandavan Purshottam (W.28), 
the inspection was not made by the other members of the Committee and 
even those who were in the party of Shri Thaekersey at the time of the inspec¬ 
tion appeard to have counted on Shri Thackersey’s conclusions. One, 
therefore, cannot attach much weight to the satisfaction of the Committee 
on that point, if any. Shri Thakersey had not the opportunity to apply 
his mind to all those materials to which my attention has been pointedly 
drawn during the course of this investigation. Ex facio when he picked up 
those pieces of cloth bearing the seals from room “B” of the Gahanaghar, 
he thought that they were put on the locks of Kotha A. On the other 
hand, there is Shri Mulraj, who was astitute enough to see that there was 
the possibility of the seals being planted. I am inclined to agree with his - 
observation in his letter dated 7th February. 1958 (Ex. 148),with reference to 
the seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji, the mother of Maharaj Shri, and the 
insistence of Maharaj Shri on the presence of the seal. He says: 

“It is surprising that this seal did not occur to him for five weeks 

and it appears that this has been planned at the last moment to save 

himself and to claim the valuables.” 

If Kotha A or door “D” opened first : Secret passage : 

I have earlier noticed the existence of some discrepancy in the evidence 
on the point as to whether Kotha A or door “D” was opened first and have 
mentioned that according to Kanhaiyalal, Shri Ranawat and Maharaj Shri, 
Kotha A was first opened, whereas Panna Lai Usta and Haridas Bhandari 
state that door “D” was first opened and then room “A” was opened. For 
the purpose of the finding at which I have arrived, it is not very material to 
enter into that conflict of evidence. I have acted on the assumption that th e 
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•statement of the first set of witnesses on the point is correct and that room 
“A" Was first opened and then door “D” was opened, and so also was the door 
of the room at the back of door “D”, which was locked from the Zenana side. 
I have held nevertheless that all this was done in order to facilitate the remo¬ 
val of the valuables through that secret passage to the private apartments of 
Maharaj Shri. But even if we examine the other version of the event about 
the opening of door “D” before room “A”, we reach the same result. It is 
strange that in opening the lock on door “D”, the party did not even wait for 
the keys from the Krishna Bhandar, which must have been available there. 
The evidence of Haridas is that Kanhaiyalal ordered Panna Lai Usta to bit ak 
open the lock of door “D”. Panna Lai says that the lock on door “D” was 
broken open, and almost within five minutes thereafter the locks on the door 
of room “A” were also broken open. This show- that the purpose was not 
really to examine the room behind door “D” with the object of storing the 
ar icles, but to open up the passage for the removal of the articles from Kotha 
A ; it is significant that at about the same time, on the version of Ballabhdas, 
Maharaj Shri got the door of that room opened from the Zenana side. If the 
purpose was to examine the Kotha at the back of door “D” to store the va¬ 
luables therein, then there was no sense in having it also opened from the Ze¬ 
nana side. We know from the earlier report of Gambhir Singhji (Ex. 85A) 
that the said room also was part of the Gahanaghar Kotha, since the outer 
door leading towards the Zenana was also chained from the Gahanaghar 
side, and door “D” itself was locked and sealed. Thus there could be no entry 
to this room also from the Zenana unless it was opened from the Gahanaghar 
side. This shows that the main object of breaking open the lock on door 
“D” and having the door opposite opened from the Zenana side of the room 
was to secure a secret passage for removal of the valuables from Kotha A. 
otherwise the valuables could be more conveniently carried by the passage 
running to Kamal Mahal through Gopi-Gwal-ki-Gali or again by the passage 
going through the Bagicha of Navnitpriyajai. The valuables were very 
heavy, the weight of the coins alone would be about 8 maunds and the 
evidence shows that some of the boxes were so heavy that they had to be 
carried by two coolies. In spite of it, the other two convenient passages were 
avoided because the process would have attracted the notice of 
various outsiders including the votaries and devotees of the temple. The 
statement of Kanhaiyalal made in Bombay (Ex. 18) is somewhat vague on the 
point. It suggests contrary to what he says in his deposition, as if the lock on 
door “D” was broken open initially and then the locks on the door of Kotha A 
were broken open. But what strikes me is that even in this earlier statement 
of his there appears to be no mention that any attempt was made to see that 
the valuables stored in Gahanaghar rooms “B” and “C” could be arranged and 
accommodated in the room behind door “D”, or, as it may be conveniently 
called, the inside Kotha of the Gahanaghar. Haridas Bhandari definitely 
admits that “on the 25th December, 1957, there was no attempt made to find 
out where the articles stored in Gahanaghar Kothas“B” and “C” could be 
placed”. He further says that “Maharaj Shri had no concern with the Gaha¬ 
naghar Kothas “A”, “B”, “C” or “F” ”. Having regard to the state of the 
evidence on these topics, I have no hesitation in accepting the above version 
of Haridas Bhandari. 


These appear to be the facts and circumstances leading to the find of 
valuables and some of the events which followed in the wake of the find. I 
will have occasion to refer to the subsequent events in greater detail at a 
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later stage of this report when dealing with some other points of the refe¬ 
rence. 

Second and Third Points of the Reference. 

(ii) What valuables were actually found. 

(Hi) Whether all valuables have been accounted for , that is to say, 
all that was found has been fully disclosed or whether any part or 
portion thereof has been concealed or kept back. 

Points (ii) and (Hi) under reference may be conveniently disposed ol 
together. The difficulty in answering these points satisfactorily arises because 
of the fact that the records in possession of Maharaj Shri have not been 
produced and the records which might have been available in the Gahanaghai 
also appear to have been designedly removed. The Daroga of the Gahanaghar 
was apparently in charge of those records and the misfortune is that even 
after the incident, Shri Ranawat appears to have t iken no steps to get im¬ 
mediate possession of the books and registers and ascertain from them 
whether the things stored in Kotha A and recovered from there could be 
duly checked and verified from the entries in those books. 

Inventory. 

In fact, no inventory was even prepared of the 
articles found until more than a fortnight afterwards after Mahara 
Shri had taken possession of them. Shri Ranawat has suggested 
that he asked for inve itories to be prepared at the time when 
Kotha A was opened. He says that he repeated the request on the 26th ol 
December, just a day after the incident. Kanhaiyalal, on the other hand 
claims the credit to himself that he wanted an inventory to be prepared 
but the request for preparation of inventory was turned down either bj 
Maharaj Shri or Shri Ranawat. It is, however, difficult for me to accepi 
the statement of either Shri Ranawat or Kanhaiyalal on the point in view o 
the earlier correspondence which pass d between Shri Ranawat and Mahara 
Shri on the one hand and Shri Thackersey on the other. In all these earlle: 
letters, the assertion throughout was that the valuables belonged to Mahara 
Shri and they were accordingly handed over to him. 

This takes us back again to the letter of Shri Ranawat dated 3rc 
January, 1958 (Ex.26), addressed to the Vice President Shri Thackersey 
another letter dated 4th January, 1958 (Ex.28) sent by Maharaj Shri to Setl 
Krishnaraj Thackersey, and a third letter(Ex.30) dated 9th Janaury, 195* 
again sent by Shri Ranawat to Shri Thackersey, a copy whereof was als< 
forwarded to Shri Mulraj (Ex. 147). Throughout this correspondence, th' 
attitude of both Shri Ranawat and Maharaj Shri was that the ornament 
and the jewellery taken out of Kotha A belonged to Maharaj Shri; that th 
room from which the ornaments were taken out was a small room “popular! 
known as almirah in Gahanaghar”; that Maharaj Shri claimed on the in 
formation of the Gahanaghar Officer that it contained his ornaments; tha 
Maharaj Shri accordingly wanted to have it opened; and that Shri Ranawa 
on making enquiries from the Gahanaghar Officer was satisfied abou 
Maharaj Shri’s statement and in the presence of Maharaj Shri, the staff o) 
Gahanaghar, Haridas Bhandari and some other persons, Shri Ranawat 
agreed to the “small room” being “unlocked”, and the contents deliverec 
to Maharaj Shri. As to the contents, Shri Ranawat sought to minimise tin 
whole affair by observing that “it contained few purses of rupees, silve 
gold utensils and some ornaments.” (Ex. 26). About the inventory, it s 
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definitely stated that the inventory of the contents was not made because 
they all belonged to Maharaj Shri. Maharaj Shri also harps on the same 
tune or probably vice versa. He also says that because the Gahanaghar 
Officer had been telling him for some time that ornaments belonging to 
him were in a small room in the Gahanaghar, which was sealed and locked, 
he mentioned the matter to the Executive Officer Shri Kesri Singh Ranawat, 
who, after enquiring from the Gahanaghar Officer, agreed that the room may 
be “unlocked” in his presence, and when it was unlocked, the contents were 
transferred to his residence. In his letter of the 9th January, 1958, (Ex. 30), 
Shri Ranawat states that before he allowed the ornaments to be taken 
away by Maharaj Shri on “unlocking the small room popularly known as 
Almirah”, he has ascertained from the Krishna Bhandar and Gahanaghar 
Officers that “all our ornaments and utensils as they stand on our record 
are in our possession”. He further said that “once the room was unlocked 
and the ornaments and utensils taken out therefrom”, he had no alternative 
but to allow Maharaj Shri to remove them, otherwise it would have given 
“an occassion to His Holiness to complain against me to you and to the 
Chief Minister, Rajasthan, and my position would have become very preca¬ 
rious”. In that letter he further said that he was requesting Maharaj Shri 
to prepare a list of all the articles along with an approximate value thereof 
as desired by Shri Thackersey. Now, on a persual of these letters, it is 
obvious that no question of preparation of any inventory arose at the time 
when the valuables were removed. But when Shri Thackersey and the 
members of the Committee insisted that an inventory of the articles should 
be prepared, as expressed in the latter of Shri Thackersey dated January 4, 
1958, (Ex. 29) that steps for preparation of an inventory were taken. Even 
then there was no hurry in the matter, because it was not until the 9th 
of January that Shri Ranawat sent a letter to Maharaj Shri requesting him 
that a list of the articles with their approximate value might be prepared. 
In that letter Shri Ranawat gives out his mind, when he says that by his 
earlier telegram and letter, the Vice President appears to be satisfied that the 
articles in question belonged to Maharaj Shri, but as a power of attorney 
holder it was his duty to satisfy all members that the articles belonged to H is 
Holiness. How then is it possible to believe that Shri Ranawat would ask for 
preparation of an inventory of the articles earlier ? It is even more incredible 
that Kanhaiyalal of all persons would insist on preparation of any such list. 
According to the statement of Hari Das Bhandari also made in Bombay, 
it appears that no one raised in Gahanaghar, at the time the articles were 
found, the question of preparing any inventory ( Exs. 136-137). He admits 
that to be correct. 


It was only on the above letter of 9th January sent by Shri Ranawat 
to Maharaj Shri that the preparation of the list of articles removed from 
the Gahanaghar room was undertaken on the 10th of January, and not 
on the 9th as stated by Kanhaiyalal, We have to remember that in the 
meanwhile, the boxes belonging to the Krishna Bhandar and the bags in 
which the valuables had been carried to the apartment of Maharaj Shri 
had been emptied of their contents and returned to Krishna Bhandar, and 
the valuables contained in them were arranged in other trunks belong¬ 
ing to Maharaj Shri. We have the evidence of Kanhaiyalal that on the 
26tli of January he found those empty boxes in Krishna Bhandar. Mahara j 
Shri, however, is not prepared to admit this. He claims that all 
the articles remained as they were in the boxes "in which they were 
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removed from Kotha A. According to him, between 25th December and 10th 
January, 1958, the articles found in Kotha A were not opened. Shri Ranawat, 
however, supports the version ofKanhiyalal. He also admits that the trunks 
of the Krishna Bhandar had boon returned to the Krishna Bhandar; but ho 
came to know of it only on the day when the inventory was prepared and the 
articles were b"ought in different trunks. I have, therefore, no doubt that 
the boxes of the Krishna Bhandar were returned to the Krishna Bhandar 
and stored in other trunks of Maharaj Shri; and as admitted by him kept 
in his Toshakhana, the keys of the boxes being in the charge of his Munim. 
Maharaj Shri also admits that before the 10th January, 1958, he had pre¬ 
pared no other inventory of these articles. The contents appears to have 
been distributed in 9 or 10 boxes belonging to Maharaj Shri. According 
to Shri Ratiawab, at first some rough notes were prepared of the articles 
in question by the Munim of Maharaj Shri, and thereafter a fair inventory 
was compiled, which was signed by Kanhaiyalal Daroga, the Munim or the 
Secretary of Mahar aj Shri, and himself. The rough notes to which Shri 
Ranawat refers have not bean produced in this case and it is also not correct 
when he says that ail those who signed the list, including himself and Maharaj 
Sari signed on the same day and initialled every page of it. The list prepared 
; on the 10th of January appears to have been signed only by Kanhaiyalal, 
Ralabhdas and Jai Krishna Dev, t he last being the Munim of Maharaj Shri. 
The photostat copy produced by Shri Ranawat himself along with his repre¬ 
sentation does not show any signature either of himself or that of Maharaj 
Shri nor does it appear that there was any signature of Maharaj Shri or 
that of Shri Ranawat on the copy which appears to have been handed over 
to Shri Thaekersev. Shri Ranawat, therefore, was wrong in insisting 
that “all the people who signed the inveniory signed it the same day” 
and even went to the length of saying that the “date 2-2-1958 underneath 
the signature of Maharaj Shri was definitely wrong”. One may even 
suspect the truth ot his statement that he was actually present at the time 
oi the preparation of the inventory. The greater possibility is that the 
inventory was prepared by Kanhaiyalal and the Munim of Maharaj Shri 
and Baliabhdas without Shri Ranawat taking any part in the matter. 
But even assuming that Shri Ranawat was there, it is certain that he did 
not sign the inventory, nor did Maharaj Shri sign it on that day. 
They appear to have signed it only on the 2nd February, 1958, when the 
meeting of the Managing Committee rook place aud when the Committee 
insisted that Maharaj Sari should make a declaration that all that had 
been recovered from Kotlia A had been shown in the inventory prepared 
on the 10th January, 1958. The carbon copy of the inventory, which 
appears to have been retained by Maharaj Shri and later produced before 
the Commission by Shri Desai, shows the same state of affairs. It shows that 
Kanhaiyalal, Baliabhdas and Jai Krishna Dev had alone signed the inventory 
on that date. All these signatures are in pencil. The preparation of the 
inventory was thus left to these subordinate officers, and very little 
authenticity, therefore, can be attached to the inventory showing that 
all that had been recovered from the Kotlia had been faithfully mentioned 
therein. Even Haridas Bhandari, the officer next to Shri Ranawat, was 
not taken into confidence. 

Then again, the manner in which the inventory appears to have been 
prepared creates a good deal of suspicion in one’s mind. If Maharahj Shri's 
u.Ui that all the valuables found in the Kotha were his, then one would 
have expected that the entire inventory would be in one lot. But tlic 
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inventory appears to have heen prepared in two different parts. The 
heading of the first part of the inventory is also very significant. The 
heading runs thus: 

‘ Ferist zevar va samanjo sun 1935 se chit hand tha aur Gamhhir Singhji 
ne Ganagahar ka sambhala karvaya us vakhal bhi Maharaj Shri ka hone se 
sambhale men na.hin liyci uski vigat andaji” 


This heading appears to suggest that the properties detailed in the 
first part were not inventoried when Shri Gamhhir Singhji prepared a list 
of the properties because the properties detailed therein belonged to Maharaj 
Shri. The heading of the second part runs thus: 

“Shri Nathji ke dharan nahin hone ke va vivah prastav men dene- 
lene ke sone ke jarau zevar maye bardana kapara ke”. 

The total valuation of the first part is mentioned as Its. 2,74,479, while the 
total valuation in the second part is mentioned as Rs. 72,890/-, excluding cash 
to the tune of Rs. 25,775/-. The total of these figures would be nearly 3i 
lakhs of rupees. Why the list was prepared on this basis has not been satis 
factorily explained by any of the witnesses. The reason assigned is that be¬ 
cause Shri Thackersey had been insisting that a list of the articles should be 
prepared, it was prepared in two parts, one part showing the articles which 
could be fit for the use of Shri Nathji, but still were claimed to belong to 
Maharaj Shri, and another part showing articles which were not fit for the use 
of Shri Nathji. It appears also that some of the figures entered in the copy 
(Ex. 52 C) produced by the learned counsel for Maharaj Shr i do not appear in 
the list produced from the Krishna Bhandar. Maharaj Shri’s copy show s that 
some of the figures were written on it in pencil and were not there at the time 
when the carbon copy was made. Anyhow, the manner in which the inven¬ 
tory was made itself creates doubt in the mind that Maharaj Shri was trying 
to set up a claim to the valuables recovered from Kotha A, although he was 
at the same time conscious of the fact that the articles belonged to Shri Nathji; 
and that he was seeking at least to make some distinction in his favour in 
support of those articles which could not be fit for the use of Shri Nathji. 
In his letter dated 4th January, 1958, (Ex. 28) Maharaj Shri admits that he 
made “no secret of the fact that some of the silver and gold utensils, out of 
these articles, were of service to Shri Nathji, but in those times, Iher was no 
distinction between Shri Nathji’s property and that of our ancestors, ar d all 
property of the temple was treated as our property’'. The settlement at 
which eventually the Committee arrived was admittedly on the basis 
that the articles in the first part of Ex. 52 should be returned to the Krishna 
Bhandar, while the articles in the second part of the list should be retained by 
Maharaj Shri. Even Kanhaiyalal in his earlier statement (Ex. 18) had stated 
that he did not correctly remember whether the articles recovered were in 
accordance with the list prepared or whether more or less; but he throws the 
blame for making the statement on Bachchu Bhai, though at the same time 
he says that he realised the correctness of the statement. Even if the valuation 
mentioned in the list may be taken to be modest , it seems to me that the pro¬ 
perties in the Gahanagahar Kotha A must be much more than what is stated 
to be in the list. It is important to mention here that admittedly in Kotha 
“G” itself there were properties worth about a crore of rupees. Naturally 
one would be entitled to assume that the properties which were kept in room A, 
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which was in the nature of a strong room in the Gahanaghar, would be of 
greater value. Having regard to thenature of the properties also, which have 
been recovered, it seems that mostly very precious articles and articles of 
greater value, like heavy gold ornaments and jewelleris such as Shikori, the 
big jewellery hars, and various other gold plates and gold gamlas of great 
weight and value were stored in that room. Therefore, the least that 
can be said is that the properties stored in the room must be worth 
far more than appears to have been mentioned in the list in question and 
the list prepared (Ex. 52) does not give a trueddea of the articles recovered 
from the room. 


Removal of records from Gahanaghar. 

Unfortunately, it has been very difficult to have an accurate idea of 
the contents of the room because most of the books from which verification 
could be made have been missing, and as I said, the Tilkayat himself has not 
produced his own books of account in support of his claim to the articles, 
though in his letter to Shri Thaekersey he asserted that he had such records. 
On the 18th January, 1958, for the first time, Shri Ranawat ordered that a 
verification should be made of the articles mentioned in the list in regard to the 
properites recovered from the Gahanaghar Kotha on the 25th December, 
1957, and he deputed, amongst others, Haridas Bhandari, the Accounts Offi¬ 
cer Harakhlal, and Kanhaiyalal Daroga to check up and verify the inventory 
from the books of accounts. This belated action Shri Ranawat apparently 
took after his return from Bombay, when he had been interviewed by the 
members of the Committee in connection with this incident. The evidence 
of Haridas (W. 19) and his earlier statement (Ex. 45) on the point are material. 
He says that in pursuance of the above order the Accounts Officer Harakl • 
1 fji and he made a search of the books of account in the Gahanaghar office. 
They found a Bahi of the period Samwat 1982 to 1989, which 
contained details of the offerings to Shri Nathji. Besides this Bahi, they 
also found a small Yaddasht Chopra or Bahi, written in Gujrati containing 
details of cash offerings. They also found a list prepared by Bhanwarlal 
Patwari, who was previously a clerk in the Gahanaghar, containing list of 
Chopras and also details of the counterfoil receipts issued to various donors 
relating to Gahanaghar. These officers were, however, unable to find any 
other Chopra of the earlier period. The Chopra for Samwat 1982 to 1989, 
the Yaddasht Bahi and a receipt book have been produced before the Com¬ 
mission (vide Exs. 19, 20 and 21). Even when Shri Ranawat was informed 
of these Bahis, he did not care to examine them. He entrusted the work 
to these officers alone. The witness says that the Gahanaghar account- 
books, are kept in the Gahanaghar office separately, and the Gahanaghar 
Daroga is the officer in charge of the account relating to Gahanaghar. The 
entries in these account-books were made by Nathulalji. This book (Ex.19) 
of Samwat 1982 to 1989 was produced almost immediately by Kanhaiyalal, 
but when they enquired about the other books, Kanhaiyalal told them that 
they were not available. Nevertheless, they made a search, but were 
unsuceessful. When they enquired as to what had happened to the old 
records, the Gahanaghar Officer pleaded ignorance. The list of Chopras 
by Bhanwarlal Patwari showed that there were a number of other books 
and counterfoil receipt-books and, therefore suspicion arose in their mind 
that the old records had been deliberately removed. Bhandari Haridas 
locked up these books discovered on his search before he left for Bombay. 
Harakhlal, the Accounts Officer, appears to have made a copy of that list 
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of the old Chopras which formed a part of his report. Unfortunately the ori- 
gitial list prepared by Bhanwarlal has not been produced. It appears that 
at the time of the Committee meeting the list was handed over to Shri 
Thackersey as demanded by him. The evidence shows that the list was 
given to his Secretary, and then passed on to Shri Virjlal Vasanjilalji, the 
Secretary of the Committee (W. 37). Shri Vrijlal admits that a list of do¬ 
cuments was given to Krishnaraj, probably by Haridas, the latter gave it 
to Jiis Secretary, and therafter it went to the possession of the witness; 
but the list was not traceable. He made a search for i,t, but he could not say 
how it was lost. The witness, however, stated that he knew that the books 
mentiond in the list related to Krishna Bhandar. A frivolous and heated 
objection was raised by Shri Jain to any enquiry being made by the Commis¬ 
sion as to whether the wtiness knew to what the list related; but the Commis¬ 
sion overruled the objection. It is always the right of the court to put relevant 
questions to a witness and in the present proceeding, I saw no reason why 
I should not have enquired as to whether the witness had any information 
about the nature of the list. The non-production of the list prepared by 
Bhanwarlal did not make much difference because the copy of the list 
which was kept by Harakhlal has been produced before the Commission, 
and he has proved the same. Harakhlal has proved the reports made by him 
and the other officers in pursuance of the order of Shri Ranawat (Ex.172). 
The report is Ex. 172A, and it shows that they could not get the Bahis of 
Samwat years 1949 to 1934,1935 to 1965,1965 to 1970,1970 to 1973, and 1974 
to 1978. They only got the Yaddasht book from 1986 to 1987 (Ex.20). 
He also produced the copy of the list of books which had been prepared 
by him in the Gahanaghar (Ex. 171) and the note (Ex. 170). Bhanwarlal 
initially tries to deny that he had prepared the copy (Ex. 171) but later he 
gave way and adm’tted that Harakhlal Accounts Officer on 4th April, 1959, 
recorded his statement in connection with the account-books of Gahanaghar 
and the list which was prepared. He also admitted that he might hav 
prepared such a list and he recalled that he had given a statement to Shri 
Harakhlal that list of account-books was prepared in Samwat 1995. He 
also state 1 that the list was prepared under the instructions of Varindabanda 
who was Gahanaghar Officer at the relevant time, and finally he definitely 
said that he did remember that he had prepared the list of account-books. 
Ex. 170 shows that a large number of books, as shown in the list, appear to 
have been removed, both containing entries in regard to Bhents, as well as 
receipt books showing receipts granted to various donors in earlier periods. 
The removal of these books unmistakably shows that it was done with a 
definite purpose and with the obvious object of defeating any attempt to 
verify the articles removed from the Gahanaghar, with the entries in the books 
of account; and I seem to have no doubt in my mind that it was done at the 
instance or connivance of the Gahanaghar Officer. Shri Jain suggests that 
the books may have been destroyed beceause it appears that verification or 
inventories had been made on previous occasions and there was no use in re¬ 
taining all that record. He argues that Ex. 19, the book for the current period 
when the Kotha was closed was availabe. I am unable to accept this argument 
when we find that many ancient books and records have been meticulously pre¬ 
served both in the Krishna Bhandar and in the Khas Daftar. Shri Jain 
further wanted that the record regarding the “Sambhala” of Gambhir Singhji 
in 1935 of the Gahanaghar Kothas should be obtained either from the Gov¬ 
ernment or the Krishna Bhandar. That “Sambhala” had nothing to do 
with the contents of Kotha A, and since the Gahanaghar records were main¬ 
tained separately in the Gahanaghar in charge of the Daroga, it is quite 
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probable that even the record of that Sambhala and the earlier ones have been 
removed or destroyed. I have no doubt that if the Temple Board or the 
Government were in possession of the documents, they must have been 
produced by them. Even these books, inspite of the insistence of Shri Thak- 
ersey were not sent to him (videExs. 41 and42 dat ed 25-1-58) until 28th Janu¬ 
ary, 1058, when the members of the Committee had almost little or no time 
to check up the entries in the Bahi with the copy of the inventory supplied 
to them. The entries in Ex. 19, even during the period of four years from 
1984 to 1897 show that the presents of gold made to Shri Nathji weighed about 
2200 tolas and silver about 34,900 tolas, qnd there were 385 articles of 
jewellery. 

That the removal of the books of account was part of a set plan to 
destroy evidence and stifle investigation is borne out by another factor. 
After the appointment of the Wanchoo Commission had been 
announced and the Advocate General had intimated his intention 
to the Executive Officer to visit Nathdwara on the 16th March, 
1958, Maharaj Shri called for the relevant files from the Krishna Bhan- 
dar on the 15th March and Shri Ranawat forthwith hastened to comply with 
the requisition and allowed those books to be removed. This was done inspite 
of a telegram having been sent by the Vice President Shri Thackersey 
on the 13th also asking the Executive Officer to place all the materials be¬ 
fore the Advocate General {Ex. 112). The requisition slip (Ex. Ill dated 
15th March, 1958) by Maharaj Shri and the receipts show that all the material 
files relating to chiibandi in the Gahanaghar in 1935 and the Sambhala by 
Gambhir Singhji had been sent for and supplied to Maharaj Shri ( vide Exs. 
Ill A, 11 IB and 111 C). This couldnot have been discovered but for the fact 
that during the course ofthe proceeding some books were called for from the 
Krishna Bhandar and then it was found that the relevant files had been sent to 
Maharaj Shri. Shri Jain contends that the said files were produced before 
the Commission and handed over to Shri Sharma, the learned counsel for 
the Temple Board, and, therefore, no grievance could be made on that score. 
It is, however, pointed out by the learned Advocate General and Shri Sharma 
that some of the papers were pinched out from the file by 
the men of the Tilkayat without their knowledge. For instance, 
the report of Shri Gambhir Singhj (Ex. 80) was one such 
paper produced by the Tilkayat which had been quitely extracted 
out ofthe 15 files handed over to Tilkayatjion 15th March, 1958. Shri Desai 
concedes that the said report and even the minute book (Ex. 109) were 
taken out of those files of which they formed a part. Thisof course suggests 
that there was a systematic attempt to get hold of the relevant documents 
surreptitiously. That the Tilkayat and his men had even better knowledge 
of the documents in possession of the Gahanaghar Officer or likely to be in 
his possession is patent from the fact that even in the. course of his arguments 
Shri Jain wanted the file which he said was with the Gahanaghar Officer, 
and could be produced by the latter on the direction of the Temple Board. 
It was that file on which reliance was sought to be placed in support of the 
alleged plea of Bhagirathi Bahuji’s seal on a box in Kotha “C” of the Gaha¬ 
naghar, which I held to be suspicious. 

In the absence of the books of account, it is of course.impossible to find 
positively what could be the contents of Kotha A. From the secured posi¬ 
tion of the room in the Gahanaghar and the description ofthe articles, it may be 
presumed that it must have been utilised for storage of articles even more 
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precious than those contained in rooms B and C of the Bara Kotha ; but what 
the contents actually were would be largely a matter of guess. The witnesses 
who were present at the time and have deposed before the Commission 
have from the very beginning tried to minimise the incident and have en- 
deayoured to give it the colour as if it was a very ordinary affair in which 
Maharaj Shri took possession of his own things and about which no fuss 
need bo created at all. None of them has been able to give much details of 
the articles and in the correspondence there is complete absence of it. Even 
Shri Ranawat has tried to belittle the whole affair, and when pressed about 
the details even in his evidence before the Commission, he has taken shelter 
under lapse of memory. Hari Das Bhandari alone has tried to speak the truth 
as far as he could under the circumstances, but he was admittedly outside 
room “A” at the time the valuables were taken out and stored in the truncks. 
Inside the room or even from the start, it was largely a show' of Maharaj Shri 
or the Gahanaghar staff headed by Kanhaiyalal, the Daroga. Hari Das 
Bhandari’s statement in Bombay(Ex. 137 )in the context of this episode of the 
25th December, 1957, that the value of the assets would go into crores may 
appear to be hearsay and exaggerated ; but one cannot ignore that he was 
near the spot at the time, and would not give currency to any such statement 
unless he also felt that there was some substance in it. 


All that found not disclosed or accounted for. 

The materials are undoubtedly insufficient to come any definite finding 
as to the valuables lying in Kotha A; but scanty as they are, they appear 
to be quite sufficient to hold that the articles stored in the Gahanaghar 
belonged to Shri Nathji and all that was found in room “A” on the date of 
the incident has not been truly disclosed in the list prepared at the instance 
of Maharaj Shri, but that a large part thereof has been concealed or kept 
back. Apart from all that I have stated above about the suspicious character 
and lack of authenticity of the list itself and the absence of the account 
books, there are tlire ■ other important factors which confirm me in that view': 

{») Several of the valuables found in room ‘'A” as disclosed in 
the list (Ex. 52) correspond to the entries in Ex. 19 with reference 
to the offerings made to Shri Nathji as recorded from time to time 
in that book; the make and description of the articles, their weight, 
the names ol the donors inscribed on them, all tally exactfv* 
* Appendix II ( e ) * y ’ 

(»*) An inspection of the articles seiz. d at Amber and their veri¬ 
fication with the entries in the account book (Ex. 19) also go to prove 
chat some of the articles stored in the Gahanaghar and belonging to 
Shri Nathji were in the articles seized; % and % Appendix II (f) 

{Hi) Six fancy wooden boxes were also found in Kotha A, some 
studded with ivory, and some made in sandalwood with racks inside 
meant for the purpose of storing ornaments were also found in Kotha 
A on the day it was opened, but their contents have not been accounted 
for. 

It is admitted on all hands that the Bahi (Ex. 19) or for the matter 
of that the. other Bahi and Receipt Book, which have been produced before 
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the Commission all refer to Bhents and offerings made to Shri Nathji during 
the period to which they refer. The members of the Committee had not 
much opportunity of examining the entries in these books with any great 
care. The books were received by them, as Shri Thaekersey says on the 
28th January, 1958, when they were about to leave Bombay for Nathdwara 
to attend the Committee meeting fixed there on the 1st of February. Even 
so, Shri Thaekersey or his assistants appear to have verif ed some of 
the entries, and Shri Thaekersey says that 12-16 entries in the Bahi(Ex.l9) 
compared with the articles shown in the list (Ex. 52). This he could say from 
the kind and quality of the articles, the year of their make, their weight 
and the names of the donors inscribed on them. On verification by the 
Commission also the statement is found to be correct and in view of the 
evidence and circumstances discussed already, I have no hesitation in 
accepting the statement of Shri Thaekersey that to his information the 
practice was to store these valuble articles in room “A” by Shri Goverdhan 
Lalji. The result of my inspection of the articles seized at Amber by the 
Police from the possession of Maharaj Shri on 15/16th November, 1958, 
when he was proceeding to Delhi with those valuables would appear from 
my inspection note dated 13th and 14th July, 1959. Maharaj Shri’s explana¬ 
tion that he was taking those valuables to Delhi for the purpose of submit¬ 
ting his Wealth-tax return may not cairy conviction with anyone, there being 
too much of casuistry in it; but that is not to point with which I am concerned 
now. My Inspection Note would show' that- a large number of articles 
correspond to the entries in the Gahanaghar Bahi (Ex. 19), and belonged 
to Shri Nathji. They could not belong to Maharaj Shri. Shri Thaekersey 
also says that he had personally seen t hose articles seized at Amber, and 
could definitely say that he could identify about 12 articles lying in the City 
Magistrate’s Court, which correspond to those described in the Bahi (Ex. 19). 
He further says that according to his information whenever the Sambhala 
was made to Maharaj Goverdhan Lalji or in other words whenever the 
valuables were delivered to him, the goods were stored by him in Kotha A; 
Kotha A was the securest place in the Gahanaghar where the most 
precious articles of Shri Nathji were kept. It was after the inspection of 
these articles seized at Amber that the members of the Committee filed a 
claim before the City Magistrate, and felt convinced that all the articles 
found in Kotha A were neither disclosed to them nor included in the list 
(Ex. 52). Even Shri Vrandavan Purshottam says, “We have made claim 
regarding the valuables seized at Jaipur”; and even he felt on an 
inspection of the articles that “a large number of jewelleries were there 
which could only be used for the Deity”. Maharaj Shri has not shown 
that any of the articles stored in Kotha A belonged to him, and therefore, 
Applying the doctrine of trust, even if some of the personal properties of 
the Tilkayat were mixed up with the properties of Shri Nathji, the entire 
shduld be deemed to be trust property unless the contrary was proved of 
any one of them. 

I shall now come to the evidence regarding the six wooden boxes. 
Kanhiayalal, a staunch protagonist of Maharaj Shri deposes that only four 
of the boxes (M. A. 127 toM.A. 130) were found in the room, some in HatraNo. 

3 and some below it, but according to him all were found empty. Shri Ran a - 
wat is not very definite about the number of boxes. He says that there may 
be two or more such boxes containing shelves, though he definitely remember 
that one of them containing jewellery was the biggest. According to him, the 
ahevles of the wooden boxes were opened and the contentes wserehown, 
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but not that the contents were taken out. The evidence of Shri Haridas is 
that six or seven wooden boxes were also recovered from room ’“A”. These 
boxes were meant for placing ornaments, and some of them had carvings or 
ornamentation on them. He identified all those boxes except one (M.O. 1), 
but he admitted that one more wooden box meant for keeping ornaments, 
which was found in Kotha A was also sent to the Krishna Bhandar later on. 
The witness was not shown the contents of the wooden boxes, but he noticed 
that they appeared to be heavy, when they were being shifted to the private 
apartments of Maharaj Shri. Anandi Lai states that there were three or 
four wooden jewel boxes. He had not opened those wooden boxes, hut the 
boxes appeared to be neither very light nor very heavy. The articles con¬ 
tained in the wooden boxes were not taken out in his presence. The evidence 
of Haridas and Anandilal and even of Shri Ranawat would indicate that 
these boxes were not emptied of their contents. They contained articles 
which do not appear to have been taken out of them and placed in the trunks 
brought from the Krishna Bhandar. The evidence of Haridas Bhandari as 
to the number of t he boxes is fully supported by the evidence of Maharaj Shri 
himself, who admits that all those six boxes (M.A. 127 to M.A. 132) were re¬ 
covered from Kotha A when it was opened on the 25th December. 1(157. 
Maharaj Shri also admits that be was sure that the boxes did contain some 
articles. On this evidence there can be no doubt that those six jewel boxes 
were found in Kotha A and their contents remained irr them and were not 
removed to the other trunks. There is nothing to show that irr the inven¬ 
tory, which was prepared, the contents of these boxes were also included. 

I cannot accept the statement of Kanhiayalal that all the boxes were found 
empty and Kanhaiyalal was the person responsible for making the inven¬ 
tory. Anandilal, who deposes that he weighed the articles at the time of mak¬ 
ing the inventory, says that he did not weigh any other art icles except those 
taken out of the tin boxes. His evidence coupled with the derrial of Kan- 
haiyalal about their contents makes it pretty certain that the contents of those 
wooden boxes wer e not weighed at the time of preparation of the inventory, 

I also noticed that some of the jewelleries mentioned in the list looked very 
fresh and were entirely of modern design, and may not possibly have been in 
existence at the time when the Kotha was locked in 1933. These materials 
confirm the view that all the valuables actually found have not been ac¬ 
counted for and that a large portion thereof appears to have been concealed 
or kept back. 

Mr. Jain, on behalf of the TiJkayat. cannot dispute the above facts ; 
but he contends that the mere fact that some of the article s seized at Amber 
find mention in the Bahi (Ex. 19) does not necessarily indicate that those 
articles must have been stored in the Gahanaghar Kotha A. According to 
him. Maharaj Goverdhan Laiji had the sole authority or option to place 
these articles wherever he liked; and he submits that from the earlier Sam- 
bhalas also, it would appear that some of the articles of Shri Nath ji used to be 
stored either in the Zenana Toshakhana or even in the Baithak. Therefore, 
no inference followed that those articles of Shri Nathji found amongst the 
articles seized at Amber must have been in the Gahanaghar Kotha or in Kotha 
A. In this connection he refers to three inst ances. One is with reference to 
an item of Rs. 2,10,000/- mentioned at pages 71 to 75 of Ex. 84. the inventory 
of the Zenana Toshakahan a. This amount refers to the valuation of jewelleries 
etc. of Thakurji. The learned counsel contends that this was evi ently 
of Shrinathji and yet it was stored in the Zenana Toshakhana. The learned 
counsel, however, failed to notice the entry at page 76 of the document which 
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referred to the ornaments and jewelleries of Chota Thakurji, which means 
in other words, Navnitpriyaji, which was the personal Deity of Maharaj 
Shri or Shri Goverdhan Lalji. He refers to another item at page 9 of Ex. 
83, the inventory of the Baithak Toshakliana. The entry refers to an offer¬ 
ing of solid gold “Thali” made to Shri Nathji by one Khanchand Kharamal 
Panjabi of Shikarpur, which weighed about 120 tolas, valued at 11s. 5,200/-. 
This is one of the articles, which the inspection note show's, was amongst 
the articles seized at Amber, and in respect of which there was an unsuccessful 
attempt to erase the name of the donor inscribed over the Thali. Owing to 
the attempt at erasure with difficulty the name could be read as Chamanpur 
Khanchand. It may be that so far as this article is concerned, it might have 
been kept by Shri Governdhan Lalji as a substitute for some other article 
which he presented to Shri Nathji, becuase sometimes, as Kalyandas also 
admits, he used to do so. The third item to w'hich he has drawn my atten¬ 
tion at page 4 of this document is a sum of Rs. 1964/- from the Golak of Shri 
Nathji and Shri Navnitpriyaji. Since the cash amount represented also the 
Bhents of Navnitprayaji, his personal Idol, the cash amount might w'ell have 
been kept in the Baithak Toshakliana. These entries do not in any manner 
showthatthe offerings made to Shri Nathji were kept anywhere Maharaj Shri 
liked. They do not detract from the overwhelming evidence on recoid which 
proves the system of storage obtaining in the Thikana even during the time of 
Shri Goverdhanlalji or his predecessors. The system evidently w'as that the 
valuable presents and offerings made to Shri Nathji used to be stored in the 
Gahanaghar Kothas and not in any of the private Toshakhanas of the then 
Maharaj Shri or Bahuji Maharaj. 

The fact is admitted that the accounts of Shri Nathji were kept meti¬ 
culously separate. Therefore, the suggestion that at the end of the year a 
common balance sheet of ail the income and expenditure (Anlua) was pre¬ 
pared in the name of Maharaj Shri would not mean that the income of Shri 
Nathji belonged to Maharaj Shri or that all His Bhents and offerings were the 
Bhents and offerings of Maharaj Shri. In fact there is no evidence to that 
effect at all. Maharaj Shri being the Tilkayat, the common balance sheet 
might stand in his name, because he had the ultimate responsibility for the 
income and expenditure of Shri Nathji also. 

I might as well close my discussion on the topic with reference to a do¬ 
cument which came on the record during the course of the arguments and that 
also at the instance of the learned counsel for the Tilkayat, Shri Desai. It is 
an old Despatch Register of the Gahanaghar relating to the period 1944-45 in 
connection with the affairs of the Krishna Bhandar. It appears from this 
Register as also from the documents Ex. 48 and Ex. 109 that there was some 
system in the Gahanaghar for sorting out the offerings made to Shri Nathji 
during a period of six or seven years and these offerings, or Sanmukh Bhents 
as they were called, which were not fit for the use of Shri Nathji w r ere either 
sold or melted. It appeared that the Sanmukh Bhents of Shri Nathji, which 
had been sorted out during the period 1982-1989 were not mentioned in the 
Chopra in which the articles so sorted out were usually entered. An inquiry 
was, therefore, instituted as to what had happened to those articles and an 
explanation was also demanded from the Gahanaghar by the Munsarimat. 
The Register show's that in response to the above inquiry a report was sent 
from the Gahanaghar on 30th November, 1947, saying that the Sanmukh 
Bhents to Shri Nathji during the said periond (about which there W'as no note 
of entry in the Chopra relating to sorting) had been handed over to the late 
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Maharaj Saheb. There was no receipt given by Shriman (meaning Maharaj 
Saheb) of such valuables being delivered to him and Shriman after taking pos¬ 
session of those articles used to keep them in the box and in Akoot Kotha, 
the key whereof he kept with himself. The conclusion, therefore, is, as this 
Register shows, that all those Bhents were kept in the Akhoot Kotha and 
in the wooden box. 

The box was opened in 1947-48 or Asadh Sudi 13, Samwat 2004, and it 
was found that it contained gold Sanmukh Bhents weighing 568 tolas presen¬ 
ted during the period 1988 Kartik Sudi 1, to 1989 Bhadon (vide Ex. 19, pages 
371-373). The entries at pages 2, 3 and 6 of Ex. 21 show that cash amounts 
presented to Shri Nathji also used to be put by Maharaj Shri in the Gahana- 
ghar Kotha. The entry at page 6 of the book refers to a sum of Rs. 1685/7/5 
and one guinea being handed over to Shri Baba Saheb for being placed in the 
inside Kotha. Shri Jain suggested that the words “inside Kotha” or “bhitar 
nn Kotha ” as used in the entry referred to Kotha “C”, and for this purpose he 
wanted to roly upon the file to which I have already referred, and which was 
sent for during the course of his arguments ; but in an earlier part of the same 
file (which has nothing to do with the suspicious loose sheets of paper on which 
Shri Jain relies), are contained various questions put up by the Munsarim on 
the one hand and answers given by the then Gahanaghar Daroga on the other, 
from which it appears that Shri Vrindabandas, the then Daroga, says in ans¬ 
wer to one of the questions that the key of the “inside Kotha” was with 
Maharaj Shri. The inside Kotha obviously, therefore, could not refer to 
Kotha “C”, but to Kotha A. Maharaj Shri did not keep the 
keys of Kotha “C” and no one suggests that the wooden box 
was kept in the room behind door “D”, These documents read 
together further confirm the view that both cash and ornaments of Shri 
Nathji entered in the Bahi Ex. 19 used to be stored by the late Maharaj Shri 
in the Akhoot Kotha or Kotha A. 

Fourth point of the reference. 

(iv) If any part or portion of the valuables has been concealed or 
kept back , then by whom, and who is responsible for such a happening. 
In view of my earlier finding, it now falls to be determined who kept and 
concealed the valuables found and who were responsible for the happen¬ 
ing. The point of responsibility would have become redundant, had I held 
that all the valuables had been accounted for and fully disclosed ; but since 
it has been held otherwise, the responsibility for the incident must be as¬ 
certained. The question of responsibility for the happening has to be con¬ 
sidered in its various phases, namely, with reference to persons having direct 
or indirect responsibility in the matter and in the light of events both prior 
and subsequent- to the incident. The principal actors in the incident, which 
happened on the 25th of December, 1957, apart from certain coollies, 
Khawases and ignoramus officers of the Gahanaghar, are : 

(1) Tilkayat Goswami Govind Lalji—Maharaj Shri ; 

(2) Shri Ranawat—the Executive Officer : 

(3) Shri Kanhaiyalal—the Gahanaghar Darogha; and 

(4) Shri Haridas Bhandari—the Chief Accountant of the Krishna 

Bhandar, 
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Then comes the responsibility of the mem hers of the Managing 
Committee who held power of attorney, and who were directly concerned 
with the management of the Temple. Tt will have to be seen to what 
extent they acted bona fide and with due care and attention in safeguarding 
the interest of Shri Nathji. collectively or individually. This will include 
the responsibility of— 

(1) Shri Krishnaraj Thaekersey (W.II)—Vice-President; 

(2) Shri Vrijlal Vassanjilalji (W.38)—Secretary: 

(3) Shri S. T). TTjwal (W.32)—the Commissioner of Udaipur Division; 

(4) The two local members of the Committee— 

(a) Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia (W.45) and 
()>) Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal (W.37): 

(5) Shri Mulraj Kersondas (W.20): and 

(ti) the other members of the Committee like Shri Vrandavan Pur- 
shottam (W.2S) etc. 

Then comes the question of responsibility of the Government of 
Rajasthan as successor of the erstwhile Government of Mewar and as the 
custodian of t he interest of Idols who are perpet ual minors and also on 
account of its general responsibility for maintenance of law and order. 
In particular, T have to consider the responsibility of the Chief Minister, 
who is charged with having cueotmvged Maharaj Shri with his soft policy 
to commit the act of vandul'sin. as it is said, on the date of the incident ; and 
that of the Devast ban Minister, Shri Damodar Lai Vyas. who is alleged to 
have towed the line with hi -i Chief. The question of responsibility has been 
argued even on the moral basis, apart from any legal or constitutional 
aspect; baoause it is urged that if t he Government has failed in its duty in 
protecting the interest of the Idol of Shri Natliji even morally, it has for¬ 
feited its right to public confidence, and should not remain in office without 
facing the electorate afresh on that issue. 


I have no doubt that the purity of administration demands that 
Cabinet Ministers should be above reproach and should he prep tred to 
vindicate their position before the public in case of any aspersion cast 
upon them, for the benefit of the administration and their own. they 
have to he super sensitive in reaching to public sentiment. Any attempt 
to hush up matters when public opinion clamours for an inquiry is likely 
to embitter public feeling till the more and make its suspicions and preju¬ 
dices acquire deeper roots. If there is truth in the complaint, it is better 
that the incision should take place at once to cure the body politic of its 
ill. instead of allowing the wound to foster unit! it poisons the whole system. 
Jf there is none: the person concerned is vindicated, public conscience is 
satisfied, the cloud of suspicion hanging over him is lifted and he rises 
higher in public estimate. 
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Rewpon nihility of Tilkayat fiarivd Lalp. 

We thus sec that the question of responsibility has to be discussed 
with reference to persons arranged under three different groups. At the 
outset T would examine the eases of those who fall in the first category, 
and who actually participated in the incident of the 25th December, 
Primarily comes the name of Tilkayat Goswami Govind Labi (W 15)- TT' S 
responsibility in the matter’s beyond any shadow of doubt He admits 
that he directed the lock of the Gahanaghar room to be broken open and 
the valuables found therein to be removed to his private apartments. This 
he did without getting an inventory prepared of these valuables and without 
informing or having the consent of the members of the Managing Committee. 
The plea in justification which he advances for bis action is that the room 
of the Gahanaghar was in his possession, that the articles stored there' 11 
were his personal property, and that he was entitled to remove them id 
any time he liked. 1 have examined these pleas in detail and have con' 
eluded on the evidence that all these pleas were without any substance 
His claim both in regard lo title and possession has been found against, him. 
The title to the Kotha and its contents was in Shri Nathji. Even possession 
be bad lost. After the execution of the Power of Attorney and after the 
charge of the management had been taken over by the Managing Commi¬ 
ttee. lie bad no control over the management. The de jure, or even de frtrtn 
possession of the Gahanaghar was with the power of attorney holders who 
exercised control on the spol through the executive Officer. Therefore, 
the Tilkayat had no r*gh< at all to break open the Gahanaghar and remove 
the valuables. Ft was a reckless act on bis part for which he incurred 
grave and serious liablility—1 should think both civil and criminal. There 
may be plenty of just if cat.o.i for Shri Sharnia in characterising the act as 
one of criminal breach of trust and misappropriation. Even assuming 
that Maharaj Shri had a bona fide claim to the articles stored in the Gahana- 
ghnr Kotha as belonging to liinisdf and he imp’ieitly believed what the 
Gahanaghar Daroga Kanhiyalal told him. ho should not have taken the 
step which he did in removing, the valuables in that manner, without the 
consent of or without even giving any information to the members of the 
Committee The analogy drawn by Sliri Hajcla that no one can break 
open his own locker in a Dank, without grave risk of a criminal charge under 
such circumstances, is not altogether misplaced. T realise that Maharaj 
Shri had always fretted under the restraint put upon his authority to deal 
with the properties as he liked by the appointment of Managing Commi¬ 
ttees, under pressure ot Vaishnava devotees and the Government with a. 
view to safeguard the temple properties. He had from time to time, 
inspite of these Committees, persisted in removing valuables from Natli- 
dwara not excepting at times even the properties of the temple and some 
of the temple employees had encouraged him in his ways. We know that 
one Mukhiyaji allowed him to take possession of 28 bales of cloth belonging 
to Shri Nathji. inspite of the direction of the Committee to the contrary. 
On this occasion the Gahanaghar Officer Kanhaiyalal was the prime mover. 
He has been rightly described as the real architect of the drama or the evil 
genius of the Tilkayat in advising him to open the Kotha and remove the 
valuables. 

Tilkayat Govindlalji went to Nathdwara from Bombay in October 
1957, on the Diwali day, which fell on the 22nd of the Month, and if the 
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documents Exs. 4-(5 are geuuine, then even from the 5th of, November the 
scheme to have the Gahanaghar opened on some pretext was engineered. 
Maharaj Shri knew that he had no keys of the room. Even later he could 
not produce any keys to prove his claim. The Kotha in question could 
not lie opened, except through the Gahanaghar of which the keys were 
with the Krishna Bhandar. He had, therefore, no basis for the assumption 
that the room was in his possession,except the statements of the Gahanaghar 
( officer. Even the lock of door ‘ D’ was broken open at his instance in order 
to enable him to get a secret passage to his apartment to facilitate removal 
of the valuables. The inventory of the articles which was prepared over 
a fortnight after the incident was' prepared by Kanhaiyalal, the latter’s 
assistant and his own Munim which as I have shown does not contain a 
true l’st of the articles recovered. He was even unwilling to show the articles 
found to the members of the Committee and whether he ultimately did 
show all the articles found is more than T can say. He was unprepared 
to say on oath that the list made at his instance contained all the articles 
found in the Gahanaghar room, though he gave a declaration to that effect 
and signed the list later. In fact in none of the subsequent letters also 
it was stated that the list furnished by him mentioned all the articles found 
and as I shall show he almost compelled the members of the Committee 
to come to a settlement on his own terms. Even in November, 1958, he 
was on his way to Delhi with a good deal of valuables, when he was inter¬ 
cepted by the Police near Amber in the vicinity of Jaipur and the valuables 
were seized and are at present the subject-matter of a proceeding before 
the City Magistrate. My Inspection Note shows that at least some of the 
articles in the Amber seizure are entered in the Bahi (Ex. 19), and belong 
to Shri Nathji. There can be, therefore, no doubt about the responsibility 
of the Tilkayat, who acted consciously and deliberately in the incident, 
and, it appears, as a result of systematic plan to take possession of these 
valuables. I do not think his conduct was at all bona fide, as his counsel 
suggests. He even got possession of the relevant files on the appointment 
of the Wanchoo Commission with a view to hamper or retard the 
investigation. 

My impression of him in the witness-box also was not quite favourable. 
I have already said that he appears to have told deliberate lies about the 
Temple at Nathdwara being his personal property, and in pretending 
ignorance of the identity of the room where the valuables were found with the 
Akhand Kotha or the Akhoot, Bhandar, inspite of his repeated admission 
in other proceedings to the contrary, and inspite of the overwhelming proof 
to that effect. In the witness-box he was further evasive in his answers 
and would often refuse to answer, until the questions were repeatedly put 
and the Commission compelled him to do so. At one stage the Commission 
had to record its remark against his demeanour. The Commission would 
have taken serious notice of his conduct in the witness-box hut for the fact 
that he appears to be young and inexperienced. It must be, however, 
observed that in taking the reckless step which he did and in raising false 
pleas in justification, he completely ignored his holy pedigree and his sacred 
duties as the high priest of Shri Nathji. His constant stay outside Nath¬ 
dwara at Botnaby or Delhi is positively detrimental apart from anything 
else, to the duties which he owes to Shri Nathji as the Tilkayat and Shebait 
of the Shrine and t6 the devotees and votaries who flock at Nathdwara to 
pay their homage to the Deity. He admits in his evidence that he does 
not observe all the formalities of a Vaishnava of the Pushtimarg, because 
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he claims that as the Acharya who initiates others he is not so much bound 
by these formalities. In the view which I have taken of his claim and 
conduct, it would be open to the Temple Board to take such action against 
him as it may be advised to take. 

Kanhaiya Lai Daroga of the Oahanaghar. 

His chief lieutenant and supporter in staging the incident of the 25th 
was Daroga of the Gahanaghar, Pt. Kanhaiya Lai. He admits that he had 
had prior knowledge of the opening of the Kotha. According to his own 
testimony, his reports led to the opening of the Kotha; and although in his 
reports (Exs. Band 10), he admittedly referred to another Kotha, he took 
the party to break open Kotha A, the door of which was hidden behind 
the almirahs. He says that ever since his appointment he saw the almi- 
rahs ail along at those places. He admittedly Knew of the existence of 
Kotha A from before the date of the incident, though in his statement 
at Bombay lie appears to have falsely told the members of the Committee 
that Haridas Bhandari was aware of the sealed room in the Ghanaghar 
which was not opened since 1935 (vide Ex. 33). This was just to mislead 
the members of the Committee about his own complicity. As we have 
seen, Haridas Bhandari was not aware of the existence of this room until 
it was revealed to him for the first time when the almirahs in front of the 
door w ere removed on the date of the happening. 

On the day of the incident Kanhaiyalal was there from before with 
the Gahanaghar staff and had got the doors of the staircase near 
Gopi-Gwal-Ki-Gali of which he also had the keys opened in or 
order to enable Maharaj Shri to enter the covered verandah leading 
to the Gahanaghar Kothas through that door. He got the other 
doors of the inner verandah like rooms also opened for which he had the 
keys. After Haridas Bhandari was sent for with the key, he got the Bara 
Gahanaghar Kotha (Room B) opened and thereafter it was almost entirely 
his show. He got the lock on door “D” and the locks on the door of room 
“A” broken by Panna Lai Usta, the locksmith working under him; he 
entered the room first of all and started searching its contents; he got 
the locks on some of the Hatras broken open; he took out the articles and 
showed them to Maharaj Shri and Shri Ranawat; again he, with the assi¬ 
stance of his staff, arranged the valuables in the trunks obtained from 
the Krishna Bhandar, while Haridas Bhandari stood aside in Kotha “B” 
and then the coolies working under Panna Lai and Maharaj Shri’s Khawases 
carried the trunks containing the valuables and the bags etc. to the private 
apartments of Maharaj Shri, where the valuables appears to have been 
arranged in different trunks and put in the private Toshakhana of Maha¬ 
raj Shri with the keys in the hands of his Munim. Kanhaiya Lai also 
took possession of the keys after locking door “D” and room “A”. His 
evidence shows that there were very few people of the Krishna Bhandar-- 
except the Executive Officer and Haridas Bhandari-Blioliram, the Cha- 
prasi of Shri Ranawat, must have kept outside the Gahanaghar room “B”; 
while apart from the members of the Gahanaghar staff, there were four 
Khawases of Maharaj Shri who helped the coolies in removing ail the 
treasure found. 

It was Kanhaiya Lai who gave Shri Ranawat to understand that 
the room in question belonged to the Tilkayat and that it contained his 
valuables, Shri Nathji having nothing to do with the same-whether Shri 
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Ranawat should or should not have acted upon his version is entirely 
a different matter. I do not believe KauahaiyaLal when he says that 
after the contents of the room were known, he wanted Maharaj Shri to have 
an inventory prepared. In fact, 1 accept the earlier version of Haridas 
Bhandari that no one raised the question of preparation of any inventory 
at the time when the articles were recovered bv Maharaj Shri. I am of 
opinion that all that story about having an inventory at the time is a pure 
concoction. When the inventory was prepared on the 10th of January, 
we again find that Kanhaiya Lai had an important part to play. He 
and his assistant Hariballabli or Bailabhdas along with the Munim or Secre¬ 
tary of the Tilkayat were entrusted with the task of making the inventory. 
This shows how much the Tilkayat depended on Kanhaiya LaJ in this affair. 
It is these persons who alone appear to have signed the inventory on that 
date, tie was the officer in charge of the books of account in the Galiana- 
ghar from which the old books which could help in the verification of Shri 
Nathji’s ornaments mysteriously disappeared, inspite of the assiduous 
search of Haridas and Harakh Lai. It could not have happened without 
the knowledge of Kanhaiya Lai. His feigning ignorance of the earlier 
books which, as the list of Chopras shows, were there, indicates that there 
was an ulterior purpose behind and that he had a hand in the matter. 
He appears to have been guiding Maharaj Shri at least in connection with 
the incident under inquiry and is the prime abettor of his wrongs. 

In the witness-box he appeared to me a shrewd and clever person. 
Mis earlier statement that he knew the seal of Bhagirathi Babuji Maharaj 
when the Kotha was opened, w hich later lie withdrew when his attention 
was drawn to his statement made at Bombay, betrays his attempt to help 
Maharaj Shri’s claim. I have also no doubt that the seals were planted 
after this incident by persons having access inside the Gahauaghar Kotha 
and his denial on the point is not worthy of acceptance. Ho also fold a 
lie when he stated that the wooden boxes taken out of Kotha A were empty 
and he tried to minimise their number. There is a tendency in his 
evidence to fasten responsibility more on Slu i Ramvat than on Maharaj 
Shri, and to cast suspicions against Haridas Bhandari wherever possible. 
He know that the roof of Kotha A and that of the other two rooms l 'B” 
and "C” was all one and the same and if the roof needed repairs he could 
not honestly lead the party to room “A” for the purpose of storing the 
valuables lying in the other two rooms of the Bara Kotha. As Gahanaghar 
Daroga it was his bounden duty to protect the valuables of Shri Nathji 
lying in the Gahanaghar Kothas. and one would have expected him to 
to submit a written report about the incident. protesting 
against the conduct of Maharaj Shri; contrary to this ho actually abetted 
Maharaj Shri in the wrongful act of removing the valuables. His conduct 
shows that the entire affair leading to the incident was preplanned, and 
he was one of the main originators of the plan. 

Other employeett of (iithonnyhar. 

The other employees of the Ghanaghar-Harihallabh or Bailabhdas 
(W. 10). Panna Lai Usta (YV. 13). Shvma Lai Patwa (W. 30) and Anandi Lai 
Soni (YV. 24)—who participated in the incident were mere subordinates 
and carried out the orders of Kanhaiya Lai. Bailabhdas had been working 
as a Patwa for the last eight years. When he got the keys from Haridas, 
he opened the Gahanaghar as ordered by Kanhaiya Lai and helped in 
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arranging those articles in the trunks. Anandi Lai also assisted in keeping 
the articles in the trunks and weighing them at the time of the inventory, 
as directed. Shyam Lai Patwa was also present and assisted. Nothing 
much can be said against these persons, except that they participated in 
the removal of the valuables. Their conduct may have been quite 
bona fide specially when they found that they were doing everything in 
the presence of Maharaj Shri and Shri Ranawat. They simply obeyed 
what they were commanded to do. The ease of the coolies and the Kha- 
wases of Maharaj Shri or his Jamadar can be left out of account for purposes 
of this inquiry. 


Shri Ranawat , 

I shall now take up the case of Shri Ranawat, who was the Executive 
Officer of the Temple of Shri Nathji at the relevant time. This officer 
had retired after having filled on the executive side some of the highest 
and most responsible offices under the State and even under the pretent 
Government. He had apparently a creditable record and there was never 
any question about his integrity. He was, therefore, a very suitable choice 
for the office of Executive Officer on his retirement; yet his conduct in the 
episode under inquiry is not easy to reconcile with his antecedents; and I 
have felt largely puzzled over his part in the affair, even more so by the 
manner of his deposition in the witness-box. It is unfortunate that he 
had to be examined at a time when he appeared to be ill and was labour¬ 
ing under physical handicaps. While deposing, he appeared to be always 
anxious to parry questions by giving answers in anticipation of vhat was 
likely to follow. The Commission had often to warn him that he should 
endeavour to answer the questions put to him as objectively as possible, 
without any attempt to counter-blast what he anticipated would be put 
to him next; because the obvious result of ignoring the warning was that 
he landed himself into further complications. I regret to have to 
say that his conduct both before and after the incident bears a sad commen- 
try. With all his long and varied administrative experience he appears 
to have exercised no discretion or judgment of his own and played in the 
hands of Maharaj Shri and Daroga Kanhaiya Lai of the Gahanaghfr en¬ 
tirely. He appears to have taken for granted all that they said ard cllowed 
them to do all that they wanted, irrespective of his own responsibility in 
the matter. He was the person directly in charge of the administrf lion 
responsible to the Managing Committee, yet he behaved as if he had little 
or no authority to interfere with the wrongful activities of Maharaj Shri 
or Kanhaiya Lai. Even worse; from stage to stege be has endeavoured 
to embelish his version in order to support the claim of Maharaj Shri and to 
minimise the incident, instead of bringing it to the notice of the authorities 
or the members of the Managing Committee. 

He has admitted that there was no immediate apprehension of any 
damage to the roof or the things stored being affected on that account. 
Then where was the necessity on the 25th of December to have the Kothas 
opened '( He had not even brought to the notice of the members of the 
Managing Committee when they met on 17th of November that any such 
repair was badly needed and that the valuables had to be removed to a safe 
place, assuming that Kanhaiyalal had actually started moving in the matter 
on the 5th of November. One would have expected that if the repairs were 
so urgent and pressing, he would have taken the members of the Committee 
or at least the office-bearers to inspect the Kothas and their roof and ceilings 
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for themselves and "obtained their sanction to the repair and removal of 
the valuables, which even in respect of Kotha C amounted to a crore of 
rupees. I do not believe him when he says that he had inspected the 
Gahanaghar some time earlier than the 25th of December to see the bro¬ 
ken beams supporting the roof of the Gahanaghar for the purpose of repairs. 
If he had done so, even a casual inspection of the roof would have shown to 
anyone that the roof over rooms “A”, “B” and “C” was all one and the 
same and if repair had to be done,they all needed repairs so that the valuables 
could not be tored in room “A” at all. His version is that on the day of the 
incident when Kotha “B” was opened, Kanhaiyalal pointed to a room be¬ 
hind the almirahs and when the almirahs were removed, he noticed the door 
of room “A”, the almirahs having otherwise completely covered the door. 
This was the first occasion when he saw room “A”. Then the very location 
of the room, the manner in which it was sealed with a paper chit bearing the 
signatures of Rajnakant Malviya and Bindu Lai Bhattacharya since. 1935, 
should have convinced him that the room could not be in possession of 
Maharaj Shri and that it was a part of the Gahanaghar. At any rate, he 
should have asked Maharaj Shri to stay his hands and not to have the door 
broken open when even the keys of the locks were not with him. He, 
however, persists in saying that the said room was in possession of Ma¬ 
haraj Shri beceause Mahar J Shri said so and Maharaj Shri’s statement again 
was based upon the version of Kanhaiyalal. Admittedly he never tried 
or even bothered to check up or verify their version from any record. Wheie 
was the hurry for having the room broken open all at once ? The delay of 
a few days in informing the authorities, at least the Commissioner of the 
Division or Shri Thackersey would not have mattered. 

He says in his evidence that when he asked Maharaj Shi i that the 
valuables might be allowed to remain in the room until inventoried,Maharaj 
Shri did not agree and insisted that they should be sent to his Mahal. .He 
gives two reasons for yielding to the wishes of Maharaj Shri then (i) that 
his internal relations with Maharaj Shri were not cordial and that the latter 
might have complained against his interference to the Chief Minister or 
the Revenue Minister; and (U) that from the tone and temper of Maharaj 
Shri he gathered the impression that Maharaj Shi i was angry and any resis¬ 
tance was impossible. Even assuming that Mahraj Shri had at the time 
a large number of his own men there, the Gahanaghar staff under Kanhai¬ 
yalal, his own Khaw s s and Jamadar, while he was lone with HariDas 
Bhandari and his Chaprasi Bholiram, he could have easily informed the 
authorities immediately after the incident. There is no evidence that 
Maharaj Shri or his men had put him under any restraint at the time. His 
conduct on the other hand shows that he was fully cooperating with them 
in the removal of the valuables. He got trunks from the Krishna Bhandar, 
may be even after emptying their contents, allowed the things to he stored 
therein; suffered the lock on door “D” in the Gahanghar room “C” to he 
broken open, and allowed that room to he used as passage for the removal 
of the valuables. He says that all the while he was quitely waiting in room 
“B”. In the end he followed Maharaj Shri, as he says out of courtesy to 
Kamal Mahal when the things were taken there and allows the keys of the 
trunks also to be taken possession of by Maharaj Shri. 

After the removal of the articles he sits quie tly over the matter and in¬ 
forms no one, although he knows that a large quantity of valuables had been 
removed from a room which was inside the Gahanaghar and which he even- 
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tually admits was not the room to which reference had been made in the 
report of Kanahiya Lai (Ex. 10) as being in the possession of Maharaj Shri. 
In his letter to the Commissioner dated 11th March, 1958 (Ex. 75) Shri 
Ranawat says as regards consulting the C< rnmitte. that: 

l would have certainly done so had I been told or even known that 
it contained such a big treasure. But I was never told so.” 

One might as well ask what did he do after he had known about the 
treasure and its surresptitioug removal ? He kc pt mum over the whole incident 
as if nothing had happened and adopted the “hush-hush” policy of Maharaj 
Shri and the Gahanaghar Daroga and their staff. In addition, the evidence 
shows that he tried to minimise the whole affair when the news got abroad 
and even m his correspondence with Shri Thackersey or the Commissioner 
he tried to put them on the wrong track. 


In the meantime, it appears that the news of the removal of the trea¬ 
sures had reached Shri Thackersey. I will deal with it later. Shri Thack¬ 
ersey sent him a telegram and talked to him on the telephone asking for 
details. His reply is interesting. A “Gahanaghar almirah” was “opened 
which contained the “ornaments and utensils of His Holiness” and the 
articles were delivered to the latter (Ex. 23 dated 2-1-58). The 
telegram also says that the whole thing took place in the “presence of himself, 
whole Gahanaghar staff, Bhandar staff and few others” and further assured 
that “Gahanaghar reported these do not belong to Krishna Bhandar”. 
Thus according to him there was no hide and seek about the matter; the 
whole thing was fair and above board; it was a petty routine affair. His 
confirmatory letter says the same thing. Again, in another letter on the 
3rd of January, 1958, (Ex. 26) he repeats substantially the same story with 
some more detail. Here he changes the description to a “small room, 
popularly known as almirah in Gahanaghar”. There is in fact no evidence 
to show that room “A” was so known. Here again the authority for 
Maharaj Shri’s claim that it contained the ornaments of Maharaj Shri is 
said to be the “Gahanaghar Officer”, who is also the authority for negativ¬ 
ing the claim of Shri Nathji. There is nothing in these letters to indicate 
that Haridas Bhandari also corroborated the Gahanaghar Officer’s state¬ 
ment, though in later stages it would appear he is also included by Ranawat 
as lending support to the version of Kanhaiya Lai about the claim of Maha¬ 
raj Shri (Ex. 61), The letter ends up with the significant observation 

about the contents of the room: “The small room to be unlocked. 

contained a few purses of rupees, silver gold utensils and some ornaments’'’. 
Nothing about the breaking of the locks of room “A” or door “D” and utilis¬ 
ing the Gahanaghar Kotha as a passage. One is entitled to ask. Is this a 
true picture of the incident or a completely misleading picture. The answer 
is obvious ; and this picture is given to a man to whom Shri Ranawat is direct¬ 
ly responsible for the administration of the temple properties. His later 
correspondence of 9th January (Ex. 30) is to the same effect; but he adds in 
justification of his conduct that if he had interfered in the removal: “it 
would have given an occasion to His Holiness to complain against me to you 
and to the Chief Minister Rajasthan, and my position would have become pre¬ 
carious. It would have become veTy difficult for me to justify the action.” 
He takes upon himself even to advise Shri Thackersey that if the members of 
the Committee prove their title to the valuables, they could get them back— 
an advice which was evidently presumptuous in face of the fact that the 
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room was a part of tile Gahanaghar Kotha of Shri Nathji whore the valuables 
of the Idol were stored and it was the duty of Maharaj Shri to prove his claim. 

The above letter of Shri Ranawat was in reply to a letter of Shri Tha- 
ckersey sent on the 4th of January (Ex. 29) in which Shri Thackersey insis¬ 
ted that it was essential for the power of attorney holders to be satisfied that 
the articles actually belonged to Maharaj Shri and not to the Krishna Bhandar 
and he requested Shri Ranawat to look into the matter and satisfy himself ; 
but Shri Ranawat would not do so. He did not even care to get hold of the 
relevant account-books from the Gahanaghar or see that they were kept un¬ 
der safe custody for purposes of checking and verification. It was not until 
he had been called to Bombay on the 13th of January and returned therefrom 
that at the eleventh hour on the 18th January he directs Haridas and others 
to do the checking. By that time most of the account-hooks had disappeared 
as I have shown already. Luckily the Bahi (Ex. 19), to which I have referred, 
remained ; otherwise even this investigation would have been to a large 
extent fruitless. 

It the said letter of the 4th January Shri Thackersey also requested for 
a list of the articles and their approximate value, but Shri Ranawat waits 
until he writes to Maharaj Shri on the 9th for the preparation of an inventory. 
He was in no hurry at all, howsoever much Shri Thackersey or the Power of 
Attorney holders may have been perturbed over the incident which covered 
valuables worth lakhs. I have siad that I very much doubt that Shri Rana¬ 
wat was actually present when the inventory was made. He never 
signed the list in token of its correctness on that day and I have shown how 
untrust worthy his statement is that he signed the list on the same day as 
Kanhaiyalal and others did. He treats the whole affair very casually. In 
his representat ion to the Commission he does not even say th at the inventory 
contained all the articles found in the Gahanagahr Kotha, nor does he speci¬ 
fically refer to his own presence at the time of the preparation of the in¬ 
ventory. 

The Commissioner of Udaipur Division in his letter sent to Shri Ranawat 
on the 18th January, 1958. (Ex. 59) expressed his surprise that Shri Ranawat 
never brought the incident to his notice, although the secret treasure was re¬ 
ported to have been found on the 25th December and removed by Maharaj 
Shri. He protested that as a mem ter of the Committee stationed at Udaipur 
and more so as the sole representative of the Rajasthan Government on 
the Committee, he should have been informed of the whole position; ard if 
he had been so informed, he would have passed on the information to tie 
Government also. The Collector had heard rumours in Nathdwara about the 
incident and that Shri Ranawat had gone to Bombay in that connection, 
hut Shri Ranawat himself gave no information to these officers. Shri 
Ranawat in his reply of the 21st. January, 1959, (Ex. 68) harped upon the tune 
that the Gahanaghar room was opened for shifting the costly articles from 
theother Kothas of the Gahanaghar in order to carry on repairs. In this 
letter he makes out a case that on the day of the incident, he requested 
Maharaj Shri to lock and seal the Gahanaghar and to have an inventory 
made, and that on the 26th December also he requested Maharaj Shri for an 
inventory of the jewellery and the articles; but Maharaj Shri claimed that 
since the things belonged to him, no question of making any inventory by 
Krishna Bhandar arose. He alleges further that on the 27th December, 
he had gone to Jaipur to meet the Revenue Minister there in connection 
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with the ejectment of displaced persons from the Nathdwara Dharmashala 
(or Sarai) at Bhilwara. He met him on the 29th at his residence, -when he 
also made a “cursory mention” of this incident to the Revenue Minister. 
He further says that on his return to Nathdwara, he has a trunk telephone 
call from the Vice President from Bombay on the 2nd January when he 
narrated to him “a brief summary” of the events which he confirmed by a 
telegram and a letter. I have already dealt with the contents of the telegram 
and the letter, which this Executive Officer sent to Maharaj Shri on the 2nd 
and the brief summary which he narrated therein. He admits in this letter 
that the contents were locked in a “strong room” and that the room was 
sealed and bore the signatures of two responsible officers of the Mewar 
Government. By way of explanation of his conduct he proffered the 
excuse that he had once thought of approaching the Commissioner with a 
request to go to Nathdwara and to help him in making an inventory of the 
articles, but he was kept back from doing so for the reason that the Com¬ 
missioner would not like to commit himself at that stage, because an occasion 
might arise when he would have to take official notice of the case. He then 
concludes that he had eventually succeeded in persuading Maharaj Shri to 
prepare an inventory, a copy of which he enclosed showing that the approxi¬ 
mate value of the contents of the Kotha amounted about 3£ lakhs of rupees 
in addition to a cash amount of Rs. 24,500/- in Udaipur State coins. He 
also refers at the end to some talk which he had about the incident with the 
Collector and District Magistrate of Udaipur on the 17th January. The 
explanation which he offers for not informing the Commissioner in this 
letter of such an important incident sounds hollow and it is impossible to 
accept it. It appears that he had deliberately kept back the information 
from everybody who should have known of it. He would not have conveyed 
any information about this affair even to the Vice President of the Com¬ 
mittee, but for the fact that the latter had already got scent of the matter 
and was insisting on proper disclosure, so much so that when the Vice Presi¬ 
dent was evidently not satisfied with the letters sent by this officer, he wan¬ 
ted a personal interview with him and also with the Gahanaghar Daroga and 
Haridas Bhandari, and as we shall see later, he also insisted upon a produc¬ 
tion of the books of account. Even these books of account, as it appears, 
were not sent to the Vice President until he had persistently demanded 
that they should be forwarded to him. Haridas, when he was leaving for 
Bombay on the 21st could have easily carried the books of account with 
him since it was under instructions from Bombay that Shri Ranawat appears 
to have thought of having the books searched. They were not sent with 
Haridas. On the 23rd Shri Thackcrscy wired (Ex. 39) for the purpose. 
He sent another wire(Ex.40) for the same purpose, and a third one (Ex.41) 
on the 25th January, 1958 asking for the books. A fourth one (Ex.42) 
dated 25th January, 1958 followed; and it is only then that on the 25th, 
as his letter (Ex. 43)shows, that Kanhaiyalal was asked to leave for Bombay 
with the books, reaching Ratlam on the 28th morning. Shri Ranawat 
knew that the meeting of the Managing Committee at Nathdwara was 
fixed on the 1st of February, 1958 and that the inspection of the books 
was required for the purpose of verification of the ornaments entered in the 
list, a copy of which he had forwarded to the Vice President; yet for some 
reason he delayed the sending of the books. The result was that Shri 
Thakersey or his men obviously could not have ample opportunity of seru- 
tinishing the entries. The scrutiny of the entries is not so material as the 
attitude of mind of Shri Ranawat disclosed in this matter. 
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i may also here examine the truth or otherwise of the observation 
made in the letter sent to the Commissioner (Ex.68) about the alleged talk 
of Shri Ranawat with the Revenue Minister on the 29tli December, 1957. 
If he had actually spoken of the incident to the Revenue Minister, there 
might have been something to be said for him; but the evidence discloses 
a different state of affairs. He has been called by the Revenue Minister 
for the purpose of settlement of some dispute with refugees in connection 
with the Bhilwara Dharamshala, as it appears from the letter of the Private 
Secretary to the Revenue Minister dated 20th December, 1957 (Ex.215). In 
that connection Shri Ranawat went to Jaipur to meet the Revenue Minister. 
He says that he wanted to interview the Chief Minister also, but the Chief 
Minister was not available. Admittedly he met the Revenue Minister 
there on the 29th at his residence. As to what he meant by this “cursory 
mention” of the incident to the Revenue Minister, he tried hard to explain 
in his evidence but I must say without much success as to its veracity. 
At one stage in his deposition he says: 

“I briefly stated the facts of the find and their approximate 
value to the Revenue Minister. I stated to the Revenue Minister that 
I wanted Maharaj Shri to prepare an inventory of the articles which 
would be sent for the information of the Committee, but I did not 
tell him that things were removed in spite of my protest (P.102). 

He admits later that his interview with the Revenue Minister lasted for five 
minutes, during which period he discussed with him the affairs of the Bhilwara 
Dharamshala ancl then of his own accord he narrat ed the incident of the open¬ 
ing of Gahanagar rjom “in brief” the witness explained that by “cur¬ 
sory” he meant “brief” ; but he admits at the same time that until he sent 
the letter to the Commissioner he did not mention to any one about this in¬ 
terview with the Revenue Minister or that lie had briefly stated the fact of 
the find to him. He says that perhaps he may have said so to the members 
of the Committee when he went to Bombay. He could not but give this 
indefinite answer because in his correspondence with Shri Thackersey there is 
no mention of any such statement having been made to the Revenue Minis, 
ter about the incident of the 25th December. At yet another place he says : 

“The Revenue Minister quitely listened to whatever I stated be¬ 
fore him. He did not show sign of surpirse as I told him that the in¬ 
ventory was about to be prepared.” 

He admits, again, that he had not mentioned about his talk with the Revenue 
Minister in his report [Ex. 96 (a)], while in his letter of resignation dated 
11-3-58 (Ex. 61), which elaborately sets out the details, he asserts that he 
narrated “all these details” to the Revenue Minister. He gives so many 
conflicting versions that one does not know which to accept. The Revenue 
Minister in his evidence has denied that Shri Ranawat had any talk with him 
about the incident on that occasion. The talk, if any, which lasted for about 
5 to 10 minutes was in connection with the Bhilwara Sarai owned by the 
Nathdwara Thikana. The Revenue Minister enquired, after his talk about 
the Sarai w as over, incidentally as to his existing relations with Maharaj Shri 
and the members of the Committee, and whether Maharaj Shri was cooperat¬ 
ing with the Committee. Shri Ranawat informed him that the relations were 
cordial and that Maharaj Shri had been cooperating with the members of 
the Committee in the management. As an instance of that cooperation, 
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Shri Ranawat informed him that he wanted a room of Maharaj Shri for the 
purpose of placing the valuables of the Gahanaghar in that room, because 
the roof of the Gahanaghar needed repairs, and that Maharaj Shri had placed 
a room at his disposal in order to get the valuables from Gahanaghar shif¬ 
ted to that room. The Revenue Minister also recorded a minute (Ex. 214) 
to that effect when he noticed from Shri Ranawat’s correspondence to the 
Commissioner that the former had said something about what transpired 
at the interview which was untrue. 

The question is whether to accept this evidence of the Revenue Minis¬ 
ter, which appears to me quite straight and natural, or the prevaricating 
statement of Shri Ranawat that he made a “cursory mention” of the incident 
to the Revenue Minister, as stated in his letter to the Commissioner. I have 
shown that no question of preparation of any inventory arose on the day of 
the incident, and I do not believe the version of Shri Ranawat that on the 26th 
he made any attempt to have an inventory prepared. In his earlier letters 
throughout his attitude was that the articles were rightly claimed by Maharaj 
Shri and there was no question of any inventory. It is only in the letters 
which come subsequently that he makes this development in the story. In 
those earlier letters to Shri Thackersey also he makes no reference to this 
talk with the Revenue Minister which he would have assuredly done in hiB 
defence, if actually he had mentioned the matter to the Revenue Minister. 
It is urged that Shri Ranawat would not have ventured to do so when there 
was a chance of his being contradicted by the Revenue Minister in case he was 
questioned on the subject. I do not find it possible to accept this theory. 
Why should I presume that the Revenue Minister would contradict Shri 
Ranawat if he actually said so ? That apart, I have noticed that Shri 
Ranawat has been making so many inaccurate and wrong statements in or¬ 
der to cover his fault and to suit his defence . His deposition on the point 
of this “cursory mention” is equally unsatisfactory. It is evident from the 
statement of the Revenue Minister that Shri Ranawat himself did not volun¬ 
teer any information on the point, but he referred to the loan of the room by 
Maharaj Shri as an instance of cooperation, when the Revenue Minister made 
enquiries about their good relations. It has been also suggested that when 
Shri Ranawat had specially gone for the purpose to Jaipur to interview the 
Revenue Minister, the interview might not have lasted for 5 to 10 minutes 
only, but various other matters must have been discussed. This assumption 
is baseless. It is not always that these members of the C’abient can give 
much time to their subordinates. They have so many other things to do. 
He had been called for the specific purpose of the Bhilwara Dharamshala 
and when the matter had ended, there was not much occasion for extending 
the interview on the off chance of some casual conversation. He himself 
says that the interview lasted for about five minutes. I can quite believe 
that incidentally he was asked about his existing relations with Maharaj Shri, 
when Shri Ranawat answered in the manner stated by the Revenue Minister. 


What Shri Ranawat thought of his own responsibility in the affair is 
clear from the following excerpt from his deposition : 

“I cannot say why, but the fact remains that I did not make a re¬ 
port to the Comimttee between the period of Maharaj Shri’s refusal 
to prepare the inventory on the 26th and my leaving for Jaipur on’the 
27th evening. I did not inform the members of the Committee, name- 
ly, Chaturbhuj Bhatia and Chunnilal Chhaparwal who are residents 
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of Nathdwara, about the find and the opening of the Gahanaghar, be¬ 
cause I did not know that such valuables were there, either before or 
after the incident. I did not do so even until the meeting of the Com¬ 
mittee on the 1st or 2nd February, 1958,because directly these members 
had no contact with me ; but they could only communicate with me 
through the Secretary or theViee President , it escaped my attention 
that it would have been appropriate to inform the members of the Com¬ 
mittee of the find of valuables in Kotha A. I admit that the Commis¬ 
sioner was the only representative of the State on the Committee of 
Power of Attorney holders. I also admit that my appointment was 
also under the signatures of the Commissioner. But as I was under 
the impression that the Commissioner may have official notice of this 
find, I, therefore, did not think it right to inform him. The statement 
made in para 1 of my letter (Ex. 71) that the Rajasthan Government 
did not come in the picture was made on account of the impression 
which I carried that there was no seal of the Krishna Bhandar and 
there was the statement of the Gahanaghar Officer that the Kotha 
belonged to Maharaj Shri.” (W. 12, Pages 112-113). 

On 2nd January, 1958, the Committee recorded a resolution (Ex. 48 a) 
expressing its disapprobation of the conduct of Ranawat. It ran as 
follows.:— 

“The Committee felt that before opening the room which was 
locked and sealed for a very long time, the Executive Officer should 
have informed the Committee or at least the local Committee Members 
who were available in Nathdwara. In any event, the Executive 
Officer should have immediately intimated the finding to the Hon. 
Secretary. 

TJm Committee regrets to record the hasty action taken by the 
Executive Officer and Maharaj Shri in opening the Gahanaghar room 
locked since 1935 and taking charge of the gold and silver ornaments, 
utensils and cash found in the same without making a proper Inventory 
on the. spot. This action erected doubts in the minds of the Commit¬ 
tee Members, the whole Va.'slunava community and the public in 
general”. 

This was the least (hat the Commitloe should have dorm; hut even 
that mild comment excited the wrath of Ranawat, who tendered his resigna¬ 
tion under letter dated 12th March, 1958 (Ex. 61). I have at places referred 
to passages in this letter, but a fuller examination of its contents reveals 
that it is interspersed with suppressio veri and suggestio falsi. The story 
ha,d by time matured and advanced, and all available arguments appear 
to have been marshalled in defence of his position. At the outset Ranawat 
states in some detail the reasons for the opening of the Kotha, which, as 
we knew, were not the real reasons hut a later development in the story. 
Then comes his bold assertion that if he had known about the contents of 
the room, he would have “certainly consulted the Committee or the local 
members”. He apparently never did so even later. He elirgs for support 
in his assertion that nothing in the room belonged to tire Krishna Bhandar, 
this time not only upon the statement of Kanhaiyalal, the Gahanaghar 
Daroga, but also upon Haridas, the Bhandari of the Krishna Bhandar. 
I have-held that Haridas had in fact seen the Kotha for the first time on 
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that day, and he could not say whether there was any account of the 
contents or not in the Krishna Bhandar. Then Ranawat points the 
claim that the cloth on the locks of the room bore the seals of Bhagirathi 
Bahuji, an assertion which has been found to be incorrect, and which at 
any rate was never known to him or to anybody else at the time when the 
Kotha was opened. He also refers to the report of the Gahanaghar Officer, 
in which he says, “it was clearly stated” that the room was in the posses¬ 
sion of Maharaj Shri. It has been shown that the said reports of the 
Gahanaghar Officer (Exs. 8 and 10) did not admittedly refer to this Kotha 
but to another Kotha at the hack of door ‘D’. Ranawat then alleges that on 
the 27th December he narrated “all these details” to the Revenue Minister 
when he met him at Jaipur. This contradicts his own evidence and his 
earlier letters and reports. What information or details of the incident 
he conveyed in his telegrams and letters to Shri Thackersey on the 2nd of 
January, and thereafter is well-known, Einally he concludes with an oath 
that if the Committee appeared to doubt his integrity in the deal, as it 
apparently did, then he was prepared to declare solemnly that he has 
taken no illegal gratification or reward and was prepared to resign. 
Whether his declaration is true or false is more than I can say: I can 
only judge of his conduct in the episode. Shri Thackersey replied to this 
letter on 25th March, 1958 (Ex. 87).. Although he assured him that no 
malafides were attributed, yet Shri Thackersey pointed to the inaccuracies 
in his letter. He observed that in his earlier letter of 3rd January it was 
stated that Maharaj Shri was instrumental in asking him to open the room 
and not that Ranawat induced him to get it opened; that none of them 
could tell until the date of inspection by Shri Thackersey that there was 
any seal of Bhagirathi Bahuji; and that although Maharaj Shri might 
have refused to give him an inventory, he as a responsible officer should 
have refused to hand over ornaments etc. to Maharaj Shri. Shri Thackersey 
further observed that the room was in the premises of the Temple of which 
Shri Ranawat was in charge, and, therefore, he could have exercised his 
authority in the matter. Shri Thackersey felt sure that the unfortunate 
episode could have been avoided if Ranawat had insisted on Maharaj Shri 
either to close down and seal the room immediately or to prepare an inven¬ 
tory before delivering the contents to him. These things present the 
conduct of Shri Ranawat in a very unhappy light. 

The question arises; why did lie behave in this manner with reference 
to the incident ? Was it imbecility that he was acting 1 ike a robot or antlrioid 
as Shri Hajela submits; or was it lack of integrity? His antecedents repel 
both the-charges, but the circumstances at least suggest that there was 
some foundation for the latter charge. I do not think that the man was a 
mere stooge or a robot. He has had varied experience as an administrator 
and I am quite certain that if he really intended to act, he could have acted 
correctly. He could have also called in aid the authorities in checking or 
counteracting the wrongful acts of Maharaj Shri. But why did he not do 
so?-the question does not appear quite easy to answer. What, accounts 
for his behaviour in keeping silent over the matter? Even when asked to 
convey information in the right quarters, he gave inaccurate and mis¬ 
leading information, apparently to white-wash the incident. It has been 
suggested by Shri Garg and Shri Hajela, the latter having entered a Spirited 
defence on his behalf, that the man was labouring under some sort of an 
inferiority complex; he had been prone to obeying orders throughout his 
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career, and lie apparently thought flirtf liec.iu.se Maharaj Shri wan, or 
appeared to be, a favourite of the Chief Minis! >r, Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, 
therefore, nothing should be done to annoy him. In his letter dated 9th 
January, 1958, Shri Ranawat has himself made some such reference about 
the apprehension of a complaint against him to the Chief Minister and then 
his position would have been precarious. In his own evidence he says 
that when on the 20th February, 1958, he met the Chief Minister at Jaipur 
in connection with official business, the Chief Minister complained to him 
that he had not allowed the use of a car to the brother-in-law of Maharaj Shri 
about which Maharaj Shri had made some complaint. Maharaj Shri appears 
to support Shri Ranawat on the point, though he is indefinite whether he 
himself made the complaint to the Chief Minister about the above conduct 
of Shri Ranawat or the complaint was made through some other person. 
Shri Sukhadia has denied that he had any such talk with Shri Ranawat. 
From what I have seen of the evidence I have hardly any difficulty in 
choosing between the evidence of Shri Sukhadia on the one hand and that 
of Ranawat and the Tilkayat on the other. I am also conscious of what 
Shri Mulraj in his evidence has stated that the Exeoutive Officer Shri 
Ranawat hesitated to execute a decree standing in favour of the Deity 
against the judgment-debtor Shri Fatehlal Bapu, because the judgment- 
debtor happened to be on terms of great intimacy with the Chief Minister 
Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia. It was not until Shri Maneklal Verma, M. P., 
who was the Chief Minister of the former Udaipur State, intervened that 
Shri Ranawat agreed to execute the decree immediately. Shri Ranawat 
put the decree into execution, but Shri Mulraj complained that till the 
time of his resignation the decree had not been satisfied nor the money 
recovered. It is true that Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia had some political 
connection with Shri Fateh Lai Bapu as we find that on the 24th December, 
1957, a day prior to the incident, he had gone to the house of this gentleman 
in connection with the election of delegates to the Provincial Congress 
Committee. I am loath to believe that officers who have occupied such 
high ranks in the civil service would be governed by any such inferiority 
complex in the discharge of their duties. It would be really an unfortunate 
day for this country if the civil service who hear the brunt of the administra¬ 
tion regulate their conduct by .such petty considerations, hut as I see from 
the evidence, there may be justification for assuming that this man was 
swayed by some such consideration. Let me hope, however, that he is 
one of those unfortunate exceptions who do not prove the rule. This in¬ 
feriority complex or obsession under which Shri Ranawat laboured may 
be a matter of serious discredit to him; but whether it has anything to do 
with Shri Sukhadia himself is altogether a different matter. How can 
Shri Sukhadia or for the matter of that anybody else be responsible for the 
conduct of a person who acts under his own Hallucination erroneously 
thinking that thereby he might earn the approbation of someone else, who 
has done nothing to encourage that behaviour ? The point is whether 
Shri Sukhadia by his word or conduct directly or indirectly encouraged him 
in that belief. I think, however, that the malaise in this case goes some¬ 
what deeper. I have already found that Kanhaiyalal was taking a leading 
part in this conspiracy and the manner in which Shri Ranawat behaved 
not only during the incident, but thereafter to cover up the actions of 
Maharaj Shri, Kanhaiyalal and his tribe, leads me to think that it was not 
merely a case of inferiority complex, but something more serious. I do 
not think that he would do all this merely to oblige, as it is suggested, the 
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Chief Minister, who, as it will be shown later from the evidence, knowingly 
does not appear to have given any occasion to Shri Ranawat to make any 
such assumption, in connection with this incident. 

Whatever may have motivated his conduct, I have no doubt of his 
complicity in the affair and of his endeavour to suppress the news of the 
event and prevent people from coming to know of the same. He had 
joined the ‘conspiracy of silence’ and was not prepared to ‘speak out’. The 
conduct of Shri Ranawat in this incident sets out in bold relief the conduct 
of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit (W. 31,) an earlier Executive Officer at 
Nathdwara, when t he inoident of the breaking of the locks of several rooms 
including those of Hathighar and Ghoraghar and the removal of the ornaments 
and trappings from those rooms, is alleged to have taken place in February, 
1954. At that time also there was an endeavour to suppress the incident 
by some members of the Thikana staff who knew about it, yet the said 
Executive Officer, as soon as he returned from Bombav where he had gone 
to attend a meeting, immediately informed the Divisional Commissioner 
about the happenings and even suggested that the Devasthan Minister 
may be consulted on phone (Ex, 176). The least that Shri Ranawat should 
have done was to follow the above example. If he had only acted with a 
consciousness of his responsibility the shape of things might have been 
different. 

Haridas Bhandari. 

Although present at the time of the incident, Shri Haridas Bhandari 
played almost an insignificant role. He had no hand in the removal of the 
articles and was called there by Shri Ranawat with the keys because the 
Gahanaghar could not be opened without the keys from the Krishna 
Bhandar. When Shri Ranawat enquired of him if he had any record about 
the contents of the Kotha in the Krishna Bliandar, the latter told him 
that he had come to know about the Kotha only that day, and was, there 
fore, unable to say whether there was any record or not. The question 
put by Shri Ranawat was in itself a very unhappy question, as if it assumed 
that the contents must belong to Maharaj Shri, unless the Gahanaghar 
or the Krishna Bhandar records proved to the contrary. In any case, 
after the reply given by Hari Das Bhandari, Shri Ranawat should have 
taken the hint and waited to verify the position at any rate from the records; 
but so far as Haridas is concerned, he could not be held responsible, if 
in spite of that answer the party proceeded to break open the Kotha and 
remove the valuables. In the early letters also it is only said that the 
Gahanaghar Officer supported the case of Maharaj Shri, though at later 
stages a belated attempt was made to rope in Hari Das also as one of those 
who supported the claim of Maharaj Shri at the time (Ex. 61). He end¬ 
eavoured to search the Bahis and submitted a full report of the loss to the 
members of the Committee at Bombay. On the whole, his deposition 
before the Commission is more truthful than that of the rest who were 
present at the time. I, therefore, do not attach any serious responsibility 

to him. 


The only thing that could be suggested against him is that it was 
equally his duty to report the inoident to the appropriate authorities. It 
must be, however, acknowledged to the credit of Haridas that either the 
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same afternoon or the next day he admittedly spoke about the incident to 
at.least one of the local members of the Committee, Shri Cliaturbhuj Bhatia. 
If the member thereafter did not take any further action in the matter, 
he could not be held responsible. He might have very well assumed that 
after the information had been conveyed to him, the member concerned 
would take such action as he thought necessary. The conduct of Shri 
Hstridas Bhandari is, therefore, not blameworthy in any way. 

I have discussed the part of those who were directly involved in the 
happening. I will now turn to the responsibility of those who, by their 
act or negligence, may have directly or indirectly contributed to the happen¬ 
ing or in the concealment of the valuables found. It may be said that in 
making the classification under three different groups for purposes of assess¬ 
ing responsibility, I may have somewhat enlarged the scope of the inquiry, 
which on a strict interpretation of the terms of reference would not contemp¬ 
late the inclusion of such individuals or persons. In a public inquiry of 
this nature and of such moment as the context of the notification itself 
suggests, it would not be improper to give a somewhat liberal interpreta¬ 
tion to the terms of reference. In that view of the matter, even item ( iv) 
of the terms of reference is capable of including the liability of such persons; 
but there can be barely any doubt that items (iv) and (v) read together 
give a sufficiently wide scope and a discussion of these subjects will not be 
outside the purview of the inquiry. 

Responsibility of the Managing Committee. 

First and foremost we have to consider the responsibility of the 
Managing Committee which was charged with the administration of the 
Nathdwara Temple. We have seen from the early history of the case 
that the Managing Committee of which Shri Mulraj was the Vice President 
had disappeared, through force of circumstances, and had been replaced 
by another Committee of eleven members, of which Shri Krishanaraj 
Thackersey was the Vice President. Sliri Mulraj, however, continued to 
be a member of the Committee and appeals to have maintained his vigil 
over the affairs of the Nathdwara Temple. He has narrated how even 
during the period that this eleven member Committee had been functioning 
the affairs of the Thikana were not allowed to be smoothly run, due to 
various interferences by Maharaj Shri. with the connivance of some of the 
temple staff occupying key positions' The records of the Committee 
meetings also hear testimony to the fact. We have also found that when 
the incident under inquiry happened, the Executive Officer, the Gahanaghar 
staff all joined in a conspiracy of silence’ to suppress the news of 
Maharaj Sim’s high-handed action in arbitrarily removing the valuables 
worth lakhs and in breaking open the Gahanaghar Kotha. Even on 
an earlier occasion a similar tiling is alleged to have happened; and 
though the articles removed do not appear to have been of much 
value, the then Executive Officer reacted promptly and informed the 
authorities concer ned. This time the Executive Officer himself appeals 
to have been in the game—one does not know whether he just fetl into the 
trap or he did so with due deliberation. With the solitary exception of 
Haridas, who admittedly spoke to Shri Cliaturbhuj Bhatia, a local member 
of the Committee, no one else spoke out, notwithstanding all the prompt 
means of communication by telephone and tele-gram. Even Chatnrbhuj 
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Bhatia does not say that he moved n the matter at all. How was the Com¬ 
mittee to know, when tho Vice President and the Secretary and the other 
members of the Committee were staying outside, most of them in Bombay. 
The members of the Committee had no prior knowledge of the existence of 
Kotha A. There was proper arrangement about the locking, opening and 
security of the Gahanaghar Kothas. The matter of repairs of the Gahana- 
ghar roof had not been brought to the notice of the Committee. If any¬ 
thing untoward happened they had a right to trust the Executive Officer,who 
possessed the experience of a seasoned administrator, and the local members 
of the Committee (whose cases I will examine later)for prompt action and 
advice. The Committee members at Bombay had no reason to anticipate 
that they would be let down by those on the spot. Fortunately for the 
members of the Committee, in .pite of all the attempt to conceal it, the news 
leaked out and again the credit goes to Shri Mulraj for sounding the warning 
note, and at once galvanising the members there and the Vice-President into 
immediate activity. Even Shri Thackersey from the time that he got 
scent of the incident, never allowed the matter to rest; and continued to 
take steps to get at the details and remedy the evil as far as he and the 
Bombay members of the Committee could. One may not accept the va¬ 
lidity of all that they did, but the record leaves no scope for thinking that 
they did not act in the best interest of the temple and with a view to protect 
the properties of Shri Nathji. Even Shri Garg and Shri Hajela have not 
questioned the bona fides of their conduct in the matter. 

It often happens in human affairs that small things lead to important 
discoveries. In this case, the same thing appears to have happened. 

A doctor who has been during the relevant period on a visit to Nathdwara 
and got some inkling of the removal of the treasures returned to Bombay 
and carried the news there. Almost simultaneously Shri Mulraj who had 
gone to Travancore, also returned on the 2nd January, 1958; on opening 
his post received during his absence,he came across a letter posted from 
Nathdwara, which informed him of the incident of 25th December, 1957, 
and it was therein stated that there had been a huge conspiracy and jewellery 
worth crores had been taken away by Shri Ranawat and Mahraj Shri. 
On receipt of these informations, Shri Mulraj promptly phoned to Shri Tha¬ 
ckersey, the Vice President, Shri Vrijalal Vassanjilalji, the Secretary, and 
Seth Haridas Dhanji Moolji, a member, requesting them to go over to his 
place. Shri Krishnaraj was away to Poona and was expected shortly after 
an hour. The other two gentlemen, however, responded to his call and the 
three of them discussed the information and decided to send telegrams to 
Maharaj Shri and the Executive Officer, drafts whereof were prepared at 
the house of Shri Mulraj. In the meantime, a telephonic massage was 
received from Shri Thacktrsey’s house that he had arrived. So they all 
decided to go over to Shri Thackersey. They talked over the whole thing 
again with Shri Thackersey who telephoned to Shri VrandavanPurshottam 
(W.28), who was Maharaj Shri’s nominee on the Committee. They all 
decided that the telegrams should be sent in Shri Thackersey's name. The 
information, which these gentlemen had, was vague and only in the shape 
of rumours that the Khazana was taken over by Maharaj Shri and had bee n 
taken out of a room which was broken open by the latter (Ex. 169). They 
had no authentic information and, therefore, they wanted to ascertain 
what the actual position was. Accordingly, they sent the express telegrams 
on the 2nd January- One to Shri Ranawat and other to Maharaj Shri in 
indentical terms (Ex. 22). The telegram runs as follows:— 
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“Understand large quantity of precious metals and jewellery 
recovered kindly wire immediately full details and list also take im¬ 
mediate setps to keep all recovered articles in safe custody with 
Rajasthan Bank Udaipur wire”. . 

I have already dealt with the misleading reply (Ex. 23) which Ranawat sent 
to Shri Thackersey and I need not repeat it here. The Tilkayat acknowledged 
receipt of the telegram and promised to write. On the 3rd January, by his 
letter (Ex. 26) Ranawat gave some more details ; but, as I have shown, they 
were all equally misleading. In another letter of the same date, Ranawat 
informed Shri Thackersey that he had requested Maharaj Shri—perhaps in 
writing—to depsoit the articles in safe custody with the Rajasthan Bank at 
Udaipur as desired by the letter, and was aw r aiting his reply. On the 4th 
of January, the Tilkayat also sent a letter (Ex. 28) to Shri Thackersey. The 
letter is substantially in the same terms as the information supplied by Shri 
Ranawat; but he gives the reasons for his claim that he was entitled to the 
valuables contained in the room. I have exhaustively dealt with these docu¬ 
ments and shown how futile the reasons were. In regard to placing the valu¬ 
ables in safe custody with the Bank of Rajasthan, as suggested by Shri Tha¬ 
ckersey, Maharaj Shri expressed his unwillingness to do so. He obser¬ 
ved that in case it was decided that they belonged to Shri Nathji, they might 
be placed there, otherwise he was entitled to take his own decision as to 
what should be done with those valuables. 

The above misleading reports which were sent to Shri Thackersey 
appear to have produced their intended effect and allayed the suspicion of 
of the members of the Committee to some extent. They were inclined to 
trust the statement of the Tilkayat and Ranawat that the articles might 
belong to Maharaj Shri, and had nothing before them to doubt their assertion. 
Nevertheless, true to their responsibility, Shri Thackersey stated in 
his letter dated 4th January, 1958 (Ex.29) that as power of attorney holders, 
it was essential for them to be satisfied that the articles actually belonged to 
Maharaj Shri and not to Krishna Bhandar. He, therefore, requested that 
Ranawat should look into the matter and satisfy himself in some way that 
those articles actually belonged to Maharaj Shri. While observing that they 
did not want to offend Maharaj Shri in any way, they protested that the 
matter should have been brought to their notice prior to Maharaj Shri taking 
delivery of those articles. He further points out that although be may have 
no doubt in his mind as to the action taken by the Executive Officer, he still 
liked that the other members also should be satisfied that the articles 
belonged to Maharaj Shri. He, therefore, requested that the Executive 
Officer should let him know the approximate value of those articles and 
send him a list, if made, of the articles delivered: if no list was available, 
he might be given at least some idea of what had been delivered to Mararaj 
Shri. The contents of the letter shows that Shri Thackersey took a correct 
and sensible attitude. Its shows also how conscious Shri Thackersey was 
about the interest of the Krishna Bhandar and of the responsibility of the 
power of attorney holders. Unfortunately, as I have shown, the request made 
in this letter of actually looking into the matter and satisfying himself did 
not produce any effect upon the Executive Officer. The latter never cared 
to look into the accounts or even to get possession of them in order to satisfy 
himself whether the articles were of the Krishna Bhandar. He depended 
implicitly upon what Maharaj Shri and the Gahanaghar Officer said about 
the claim to the valuables, and even in the witness-box he went on asserting 
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almost ud mauneam that the room was in possession of Maharaj Shri, because 
the Gahanaghar Officer said so. Ranawat replied to the above letter on the 
9th January, 1958 (Ex. 30), wherein he reiterated his earlier position, offered 
his lame excuses, as we have seen, for allowing Maharaj Shri to carry away 
the ornaments and utensils without having an inventory made thereof and 
suggested that if the Krishna Bhandar proved its title to the valuables, it 
could claim them back from Maharaj Shri. There is no indication in his 
letter that he made any attempt to verify that the valuables belonged to Shri 
Nathji or that he had checked up the account books. All the time he acted 
on the assumption that they were of Maharaj Shri and could not belong to 
the Temple. At the end of the letter, he observed almost passively that, as 
desired by Shri Thackersey, he was requesting Maharaj Shri to give in a list 
of the articles along with their approximate value. He also added that as 
required by Shri Thackersey in his telegram (Ex. 31) dated 6th January, 
1958, he would be reaching Bombay on the 13th instant along with the 
Gahanaghar Officer. This telegram runs, inter alia, : 

“ .Please come down Bombay to meet me on Monday 

thirteenth positively also bring Gahanaghar Officer”. 

This is also an express telegram. 

On the 14th of January, Shri Thackersey addressed a long letter to 
Maharaj Shri clarifying the attitude of the members of the Committee 
(Ex. 33). This was in reply to the letter sent by the Tilkayat on the 4th 
January. In this letter it is pointed out that there was a lot of uproar 
in the public and in the press regarding the “Khazana” which had been 
found in Nathdwara and he enclosed for the personal information of the 
Tilkayat a copy of the extract from the ‘‘Bombay Samachar” of that date 
on the same subject. It was in view of this uproar and adverse comments 
made in Bombay, Ahmedabad, Delhi and Calcutta among the Vaishnavas 
that he had called the Executive Officer to know the correct facts. The 
statement in the letter is of course based upon the information, right or 
wrong, conveyed to him b - the Executive Officer or the Gahanaghar Officer; 
and one has, therefore, to be very careful in accepting all that has been 
stated therein on the authority of these persons. The letter refers to the 
preparation of inventory on the 10th instant and the valuation shown in the 
inventory prepared of the properties found. The letter then refers to the 
fact that the room in the Gahanaghar was sealed and locked under the 
signatures of Shri Ramakant Malviya and Bindu Lai Bhattacharya some 
time in 1935. Shri Thackersey, of course, was given the impression by the 
Executive Officer and the Gahanaghar Officer Shri Kanhaiyalal that nobody 
was aware of that room or what was lying in the small Gahanaghar room, 
except two or three officers like Haridas Bhandari and Nathulal Parikh. 
As I have shown this was a clear instance of suvpressio veri and suggestio 
falsi, Kanhaiyalal knew about the location of the room from before the 
incident and not Haridas Bhandari. Then the letter refers for the first 
time to the roof of the Gahanaghar badly needing repairs and the alleged 
necessity of the jewelleries valuables and utensils being transferred to some 
other room; and that, therefore, the Executive Officer officially requested 
Maharaj Shri to have the door opened. This was the later development 
in the story as given to Shri Thackersey; when actually, according to the 
earlier version, it was Maharaj Shri who wanted the room to be opened 




112 


to remove his valuables lying there. I need not be detained with the other 
details in the letter, but Shri Thaekersey significantly points out: 

“From the details of the inventory seen by me, I would respect¬ 
fully suggest that the Golden Utensils and the ornaments really belong 
to the Krishna Bhandar and most of the items can only be used for 
Shri Nathji and in fact, the jewellery cannot be used by any individual 
person as they have been made specially for the use of Shri Nathji. 

Regarding the utensils, I understand that the names of the 
Vaishtiavas who have presented the same have been inscribed on 
some of the utensils. The type of utensils which have been found 
can only be useful for the Deity and I have not yet come across any 
individual person who would be utilising these types of Gold utensils 
for his personal use. 

Regarding the cash found, you are fully aware that all these are 
very old coins both of the Victorian Reign and also contain Udaipuri 
Siccas, which were in the past always presented to the Deity as “Um- 
berbeth” by the devotees.” 

The letter assumes that the items were not listed in the Krishna Bhandar 
existing list of ornaments; even so, the writer points out “this could not lead 
to the conclusion that the utensils and jewellery found belonged to your 
Holiness”, and adds: 

“In your letter you have stated that some of the silver and Golden 
utensils out of these articles were of service to Shri Nathji and when¬ 
ever these utensils were unserviceable they were replaced at your cost. 
None of the articles found, I am informed, are unserviceable.” 

Again, it says that the Executive Officer had been asked to make 
further enquiries into the matter because neither he nor his colleagues 
would for a single moment try to take away something which belonged 
to “His Holiness” (the Tilkayat), and after the clarification was obtained, 
he proposed that some members of the Power of Attorney Holders 
should go to Nathdwara to discuss the matter with “His Holiness,” In 
the meantime, he requested that in order to stop the uproar that had 
arisen all over India, the articles should be delivered back to the Gahana- 
ghar and that he and his colleagues strongly felt in requesting the Tilkayat 
that the same should not be kept with him for the time being. Shri Thac- 
kersey further told Maharaj Shri in that letter that the position of the 
Power of Attorney Holders had been made awkward by having the room 
opened in their absence and without placing the matter before the Committee. 
He also emphatically protested that it was not proper to have had the 
jewellery removed without making a proper inventory at the time of opening 
the boxes. The action of Maharaj Shri had compromised the position of the 
Power of Attorney Holders and had led to unnecessary misunderstanding in the 
public. He, therefore, closed the letter with a request that the jewellery, gold 
and silver utensils be “delivered back to the Gahanaghar in the same condi¬ 
tion as they were found first, pending further investigation”. Although 
some of the observations made in the letter were obviously made on the 
basis of the wrong information supplied by Ranawat or Kanhaiya Lai, 
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Shri Thaekersey carefully analysed the position and told Maharaj 
Shri in no uncertain terms about tne attitude of the Power of Attorney 
Holders, that the things, which were capable of being used by the Deity, 
should be delivered back and that even assuming that there were no entries 
of those articles in the books of the Krishna Bhandar, it did not imply 
that the articles must have belonged to Maharaj Shri. Some seven days 
after, a reply was sent to this letter by Maharaj Shri on the 21st January, 
1958 (Ex, 34), in which it was conceded by the latter that he never disputed 
the fact that some* of the utensils and ornaments were meant for the use of 
Shri Natbji; but he claimed that at the time when the articles were sealed 
and looked there was no distinction between his property and that of Shri 
Natbji and that all the property was considered as theirs. “As a gesture 
of good-will and- common understanding”, he observed in the letter 
“certain utensils and jewellery which are of service to Shri Nathji only 
and are of no use to me may be made Bhent of by me to Shri Nathji. pro¬ 
vided a full compromise is arrived at on the subject between ourselves.” 
He then points out that it would not be desirable to go to a court of law 
and that the matter may be referred to a sole arbitrator, suggesting the 
name of the Chief Justice of Rajasthan. The letter clearly shows that 
the Tilkayat was conscious of the weakness of his position. He had already 
got the lists prepared on the 19th January in anticipation of the suggess'on 
which he makes in this letter, namely that certain utensils and jewelleries 
which were of service to Shri Nathji and were of no use to him should be 
made over to Shri Nathji; but he wanted that there should be a full 
settlement in the matter and he should not be driven to a court of law. 

In the mean time, the members at Bombay had already fixed a date 
for the meeting of the Managing Committee at Nathdwara on 1st February, 
1958. Obviously they could not have had it earlier because the various 
members of the Committee had to be informed and collected for the purpose. 
Shri Thaekersey, mean while, was not complacent about the matter. 
He sent another express telegram on the 20th January, 1958, asking for 
Havidas to be sent to Bombay by the first available train (Ex. 37). He 
sent another express telegram on the 23rd January,1958, (Ex. 39), 
asking the Executive Officer to come immediately to Bombay with Gahana- 
ghar books, specially the books reported to be with him by Haridas cashier. 
Another express telegram (Ex. 41) followed on the 25th January, 1958, 
where again a request for the books is repeated and Kanhaiyalal is 
asked to come to Bombay immediately with the Gahanaghar books. Forth¬ 
with there is another telegram (Ex. 42) on the same day, which specifically 
mentions the nature of the books wanted, namely the list of Gahanaghar 
books given by Haridas to Harakh Lai with Gahanaghar account-books. 
Then on the 28th the two account-books with the receipt book were sent, 
but the list of Gahanaghar account-books given by Haridas to Harakhlal 
does not appear to have been sent. These steps speaks for themselves— 
they are prompt and at least they demonstrate that Shri Thaekersey or for 
the matter of that those members of the Committee in Bombay threated the 
matter as of sufficient importance and urgency and from day to day were 
anxiously moving in the matter ever since they got information of removal 
of the valuables. They also recorded the evidence of Kanhaiyalal, heard the 
Executive Officer, than sent for Shri Haridas Bhandari and recorded his 
statement in which Haridas said that the room in which the valuables were 
found was a part of the Gahanaghar and Maharaj Shri had nothing to do 
with it. He also made a report of the search of the Gahanaghar books and 
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tlie books found. All these steps Shri Thackersey and the members there 
took while they were in Bombay. On the 28th, it appears, Shri Krishnaraj 
Thackersey, Vrajlal Vassanjilalji and Vrandavan Purshottam left for Nath- 
dwara. Shri Mulraj could not accompany them due to indisposition. Before 
proceeding to Nathdwara, they, however, went to Udaipur after having 
sent some telephonic communication with the Commissioner Shri Ujwal, 
who was also an ex officio member of the Managing Committee. They 
had some apprehension also of their personal safety because of conditions 
in Nathdwara, and anticipated violent opposition to their proposal to inves¬ 
tigate into the matter against the will of Maharaj Shri. Therefore, they 
considered it prudent to meet the Commissioner before directly going to 
Nathdwara. They proceeded to Nathdwara on the 30th and on the 31st 
morning they started investigation. They interviewed the employees of 
the Gahanaghar, viz., Panna Lai Usta, Hariballabh Patwa and Bhuralal 
Patwa. They also visited the Gahanaghar Kotha and discussed the opening 
thereof with the Executive Officer and the Gahanaghar Officer, who appear 
to have been present in the hivestigation. They were shown room “A”, in 
which the valuables were found and also rooms “B” and “C” and the room 
behind door “D”. While they were examining the Kothas, Shri Thakersey 
picked up in Kotha “B” outside room “A” some pieces of cloth bearing 
the seal marks of Bhagirathi Bahuji. This aspect of the matter I have 
already discussed. I have held that the cloth pieces bearing those seals were 
planted. It is not unlikely that even during the course of the investigation 
Kanhaiyalal may have quitely dropped them there. Kanhaiyalal’s state¬ 
ment that they were found in a niche in the wall when they were actually 
picked up by Shri Thackersey from the floor of the room makes the conduct 
of Kanhaiyalal even with reference to this matter quite suspicious. What 
value can, therefore, be possibly attached to Kanhaiyalal’s denial that those 
cloth-pieces with the seals could not have been planted? Shri Thakersey 
prepared a memorandum of his inspection which is on the record (Ex.49), 
and even Shri Thackersey stated the age of the cloth could not be more 
than 8 or 10 years, as he could toll from his thirty years association with the 
business of cloth manufacture. On the 1st of February the Vice President 
and the Secretary as also Shri Shakar Lai. Balabhai from Ahmedabad 
sought an audience with Mah iraj Shri and had discussions with him. They 
requested him to return all these articles which were found there, and since 
they had the power of attorney, they claimed that they should have the 
custody of the articles until the question of ownership had been decided; 
but Maharaj Shri’s stand wms that the articles entirely 
belonged to him, and he was not prepared to discuss the 

matter. He was even unwilling to allow them an inspection 

of the jewellery and articles found there; but after a lot of per¬ 
suasion he at first agreed to allow inspection only to three of them, but 
later to all the members who were present. They inspected the articles in. 
his private apartments in the presence of all the members, except two.- 
After much discussion it was agreed that the articles should be distributed 
in the manner that those articles which were meant for the purpose and 
use of Shri Nathji should be returned to the Krishna Bhandar, while others 
which were not so used might be retained by Maharaj Shri provided 
Maharaj Shri declared on oath that the inventory prepared at his instance 
contained all the valuables that were recovered from the Kotha and that 
nothing was concealed. The process of persuasion and discussion went 
on for two days. On the first day the negotiations went on which Maharaj 
Shri personally, but on the next day his authorised representative 
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Shri Mali was present, who ultimately agreed to the settlement. The agreement, 
was reduced to writing and signed by Shri Mali for Maharaj Shri and Shri 
Thaekersey (Ex. 53). Even this document shows that, only Kanhaiya Lai 
was the supposed authority who gave the Executive Officer and the Til- 
kayat to understand that the articles found could not belong to the Deity. 
On his own showing Kanhaiya Lai had been working in the temple for the 
last 15 years and how he could be trusted by the Executive Officer as a 
convincing authority on the point is beyond my comprehension. The 
Committee also recorded the minutes o c its proceedings on both the days 
(Ex. 48a) and as I have said expressed its disapprobation of the conduct of 
Ranawat, and wanted Maharaj Shri to make the required declaration on 
oath. It appears that Maharaj Shri refused to take oath, but made a 
simple declaration on the list that it contained all the articles that were 
found on 25th December, 1957, and signed the list on 2nd February, 1958, 
and so did Ranawat. 

Prior to the above meeting of the Committee Shri Thaekersey had 
taken the precaution of having a memorandum prepared by him of the 
facts of the incident as available to him, of the steps that he and some of 
the other members had taken in that connection with an annexure of the 
long correspondence on tiie point between him, the Executive Officer and 
the Tilkayat, the statements of witnesses which they had examined both 
at Bombay and at Nathdwara, and the report of Haridas Bhandari about 
the search and loss of the books of account. The three books which were 
found including (Ex. 19) were also placed before the members of the Com¬ 
mittee for their inspection. The memorandum ended with the observation 
that Maharaj Shri’s action and that of the Executive Officer in the re¬ 
moval of the jewellery and the utensils had placed the members of the 
Committee in a very awkward position and it was for the Committee to 
decide to whom the jewellery belonged and what steps they should take in 
the matter. The members of the Committee had thus the advantage ot 
all the materials available to Shri Thaekersey, and had been forewarned 
about the considerations pending before them. 

On the 3rd of February, the Executive Officer informed Shri Thaekersey 
that the Tilkayat had delivered possession of the gold and silver ornaments 
and utensils in accordance with the decision of the Committee (Ex. 54). 
On the 6th February, 1958, in approval of the settlement arrived at by the 
Committee, Shri Thaekersey made a statement in the Bombay Samachar 
(Ex. 64). The statement was subsequently also published by the Directo¬ 
rate of Public Relations under the caption “Un-official Note” (Ex. 65) on 
February 18, 1958. The settlement as also the statement issued by Shri 
Thaekersey have been very severely criticised by Shri Garg and Shri Hajela. 
I shall discuss these aspects of the matter in their appropriate setting. Shri 
Mulraj expressed his dissatisfaction over the settlement when he came to 
know of it on the 4th Februrary, 1958, from Shri Thaekersey. In liis letter 
(Ex. 148) Shri Mulraj points to the various discrepancies in the statements 
of the Executive Officer and the Tilkayat about the reasons for the opening of 
the Kotha and about the manner in which the Kotha was broken open. 
He also refers to the loss of the hooks of account, the attitude of Mahara j Shri 
on previous occasions in removing the properties of Shri Nathji, about the 
scanty nature of the account-hooks supplied, and insists that the duty of the 
Committee was to enquire fully into the facts and ascertain what had hap¬ 
pened to the other books of the Gahanaghar and what was the total amount 



116 


of valuables kept with Shri Goverdhan Lalji, which should be recovered from 
Govind Lalji. He felt that his conscience would not permit him to approve 
(he settlement made, and, he, therefore, tendered his resignation from the 
membership of the Committee. Shri Thackersey replied to his letter of re¬ 
signation under letter dated 8th February, 1958 (Ex. 63), in which he points 
out that it was at his express desire that two years ago, Shri Thackersey had 
joined the Committee of the Power of Attorney Holders for the administra¬ 
tion of the estate of Shri Nathji. He admitted in the letter that it was quite 
correct to say that neither Maharaj Shri nor the Executive Officer correctly 
mentioned the facts from the beginning. But he says that the members of 
the Committee spent 2| solid days working about 8 hours a day interro¬ 
gating, discussing and inspecting the Gahanaghar and on the whole the 
settlement appeared to them to be reasonable under the circumstances. 
He further pointed out that even before leaving Bombay for Nathdwara, 
it was the desire of Shri Mulraj himself that the matter should be amicably 
settled and so also was the desire of all the members. Maharaj Shri wanted 
them to enunciate the principle that the things belonged to him and he was 
prepared to give the same as Bhent to Shri Nathji, but this proposal was re¬ 
sisted by them to the last, and it was only when his lawyer Shri Mali intervened 
that the settlement was possible. He further says that the articles 
that were handed over to Maharaj Shri were not of a very high value, though 
some of them might have been Bhents given by Vaishnava ladies. About 
the books of the Gahanaghar, he has stated that he had asked the Executive 
Officer to make further enquiries in the matter. He refers to the past events 
when Damodarlalji and Goverdhanlalji had also been removing jewelleries 
belonging to Shri Nathji, taking advantage of the fact that no lists had been 
definitely prepared. According to him, the Committee had done its best to 
enquire into the question and that the statement which appeared in the Press 
was a correct representation of the result at which the Committee had arri¬ 
ved. In the end, he pleads with Shri Mulraj requesting him to reconsider 
his decision in the light of what he had stated and withdraw his resignation. 

It has been argued by Shri Garg and Shri Hajela that the settlement 
was illegal and based on a superficial investigation of the matter to the 
detriment of the interest of Shri Nathji. One has to remember that the 
members of the Committee were no experts in the work of investigation. 
They did all that was possible for them to do. Shri Thackersey, whose in¬ 
tegrity was unquestioned and whose business capacity is also not to be doubt¬ 
ed had made all efforts in investigating the facts. The work which these 
people were doing was a labour of love for the sake of their devotion to Shri 
Nathji, and they attended to this matter with all the urgency that it deman¬ 
ded, in spite of the fact that they had numerous other duties to attend to. 
Shri Thackersey, for instance, himself owns four cotton mills, and is associa¬ 
ted as Director with certain others. He came to depose before the Commi- 
sion inspite of his vaous engagements; and as the reco rd shows, he spared 
no pains from the very beginning in attending to the investigation of the 
episode of the 25th December, 1957. Shri Vrajlal Vassanjilal ji(W. 38) alias 
Bachchu Bhai came to depose before the Commission at a time when his 
father was ailing on death bed, and the irony of fate is that before he could 
get back to Bombay, his father expired. I have my sympathies for him. 
He says that he had a suspicion in the matter whether all the articles found 
or were not disclosed, but since they had no record to verify the 
same, they came to a settlement, so that the feelings of the Vaishnavas 
might not be wounded and there might be no prejudice to the interest of the 



Thikana. Shri Vrandavan Purshottam says about She settlement that Shri 
Thackersey suggested that in the interest of the temple, there was no other 
alternative but to accept what was offered by Maharaj Shri to the temple as 
belonging to the Deity, because some time had passed after the find, and 
there was no definite evidence that the articles found belonged to the Deity. 
The Committee accepted the suggestion and directed the Executive Officer 
to accept whatever articles were offered by Maharaj Shri. Even he says that 
they had made a claim regarding the valuables seized at Amber, and it is 
possible that some of the articles which they saw then at Moti Mahal, dis¬ 
played to them as found from Kotha A, were amongst the articles seized 
at Amber. He said so because on some of the articles, the names of the Deity 
and the donors were inscribed. 

Shri Thackersey has given seriatum the reasons which prompted the 
members of the Committee to arrive at the above settlement:— 

“(1) The Gahanaghar room was opened without our knowledge ; 

(2) The list of the articles was made after 15 days : 

(3) Maharaj Shri was not agreeable to deposit the jewellery and 
the articles in safe custody ; 

(4) There was an uproar in the Vaishnava community ; 

(5) Maharaj Shri had given Us a declaration that the articles and 
jewellery contained in the list were all that was found on 25th Decem¬ 
ber.’' 

The Committee, therefore, felt that in the circumstances the best course was 
to settle the matter and to take possession of the jewellery and the articles 
of Shri Nathji, because it was of opinion that all the valuables should not he 
left with Maharaj Shri. The members of the Committee were obviously 
faced with a/oif accompli. In their practical wisdom and in view of the ada¬ 
mant attitude of the Tilkayat, they thought that the settlement was the only 
pru lent and safe solution. Delay may have been fraught with greater dan¬ 
ger to the valuables, and no one could anticipate the result of a prolonged 
litigation, or even criminal proceeding. They appear to have been also 
anxious to avoid any drastic action against the Tilkayat, Shri Mulraj not 
excepted. Besides at that stage, the members had not much time to examine 
all the materials. The learned Advocate General rightly points out that 
so far there had been no suit claiming the articles. Even the articles in the 
Amber find were lying before the City Magistrate at Jaipur. 


It is urg?d that none of the members of the Committee appear to have 
applied their mind even to the materials before them. The book of account 
(Ex. 19) was not examined, the report of HaridfW) Bhandari that most of 
the books were lost was ignored, and even the list of the hooks of the Gaha- 
anaghar handed over to Shri Thackersey has been lost. In substance it 
is contended that the whole settlement is based upon the'list prepared by 
Maharaj Shri, and that the members of the Committee were reduced to a 
position where they could not but come to a settlement on the terms dictated 
by Maharaj Shri. It is also suggested that the valuables removed being 
of much greater value, the Committee should not have been so gullible 
as to act on the inventory of Maharaj Shri and assume that a good portion 
of the find had been returned to Shri Nathji. One may not accept the vali¬ 
dity and legality of the settlement, but that in the circumstances it was 
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a prudent and practical solution of the problem cannot .be doubted. It 
also cannot be doubted that in accepting the settlement the members of 
the Committee were generally acting with the best of intentions. It 
may be that the conduct of the investigation was mostly in the hands of 
iSliri Thackersey, and the other members simply accepted his lead. It 
may also be that Shri Thackersey’s advice and guidance may have largelv 
dominated the deliberations of the Committee and the other members 
largely followed in his footsteps; but he being the Vice-President, it would 
be only natural to his position. We know in this case that from the very 
start he had been taking necessary steps in the matter and was better 
acquainted with all the facts of the incident than most of the rest. Some 
of the members from Bombay had also been associated with and consulted 
by Shri Thackersey in the actions proposed. Besides Shri Thackersey was 
undeniably actuated with the best of motives for the benefit of the institu¬ 
tion. Shri Thackersey may have erred in his estimate of the situation and 
one may be entitled to differ from him in some aspects of the matter as did 
Shri Mulraj, but unless Shri Thackersey and the members of the Committee 
were prepared to force the issue and take the matter to a court of law, 
civil or criminal, there could be no better solution of the problem in the 
circumstances. I think credit is due to them for salvaging a fairly good 
part of the Valuables which might otherwise have completely gone. 


Shri Sanwal Dan Ujwal. 

The conduct of Shri Sanwal Dan Ujwal, the Commissioner of Udaipur 
and a member of the Committee, lias been severely called into question. 
It has been urged that as the sole representative of the Government of 
Rajasthan on the Committee and as the highest executive official in the 
Division, he appears to have treated his responsibilities veiy lightly in 
thinking (hat he had almost the same responsibility as any other member 
of the Committee, specially when a serious case of misappropriation by 
breaking open the locks of the Gahanaghar room had taken place. It is 
argued that although the members of the Committee went over to him for 
Ins help and guidance, he did not accompany them to Nathdwara, he took 
no part in the investigations conducted by Shri Thackersey and allowed 
them to shift for them elves; there is rot! ing to show that he took any 
serious part in the deliberations of the Committee either, or examined the 
accounts or investigated their loss. It appears that, he was present there 
only on the f rst day of the meeting and absented himself on the second 
day when actually the settlement took place. It is, therefore, suggested 
ti at Shri Ujwal, the Commissioner in spite of his high authority by bis sheer 
inanity let the members of the Committee feel that they could not, look up 
to him for any substantial support and it was, therefore, better for them to 
accept the sctt'eincnt on the terms dictated by Maharaj Shri. It is further 
contended that while in his letter to Shri Rarawat dated 23rd January, 
1958, (Ex.70), he posed five different questions; in the Committee meeting, 
he did practically nothing to focus the attention of the members on these 
points, It is suggested that the reason why his further interest and enthu¬ 
siasm in the matter faded off is that on the 28th of January, he had met 
the Chief Minister and although the latter said that he wanted the Commis¬ 
sioner to take a strong attitude against Ranawat, yet the conduct of the 
Commissioner thereafter is one of studied inactivity or as it is said 
one of being “actively inactive”, which, according to Shri Hajela, also 
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characterises the attitude of the other Government officers. These argu¬ 
ments though plausible do not bear the test of scrutiny. 

I realise that if the Government had any direct responsiblity in the 
matter, much of the above criticism would assume its natural importance, 
and would have been well placed. 1 will have to say something more about 
the responsibility of the Government in the affair; but one cannot ignore 
the set-up of things under which Shri Ujwal had to function or exercise his 
own official authority. It should be remembered that here there was a 
Managing Committee directly in charge of the administration. The 
Committee had been conceived and constituted at the residence of the 
Home Minister of the Central Government. It was presided over by a 
person of the status and position of Shri Thackersey, whose name for the 
office had been suggested by Shri Mulraj himself. It consisted of members, 
most of whom were business magnates and Vaishnavas of the Pushtimarg 
Sampradaya. There can be hardly any question that the members of the 
Committee had sufficient influence not only with the State but even with 
the Central Government and if they so wanted they could always call to 
their aid the assistance of the authorities. Their complaints could reach 
effectively even the highest in the land, as it did on some previous occasions, 
demanding their interference. Shri Ujwal was well aware that the Vice- 
President and some of the other members of the Committee had learnt of the 
incident as early as the 2nd of January, 1958, and since then they had been 
actively pursuing the matter in their own way. No one has suggested or 
complained that at any stage during the period or even threafter they 
wanted the assistance of the Commissioner in any reasonable or legal action 
which was denied to them. On the contrary, they had never earlier in¬ 
formed the Commissioner or associated him with the inquiry which they 
had been conducting. It was, therefore, obvious from their handling of 
the matter that the Committee or its members were reluctant to have any 
official interference in the incident. The reason is not far to seek. It is 
revealed in the letter of Shri Thackersey himself in which he says to Shri 
Mulraj that even the latter as also the other members of the Committee 
wanted an amicable settlement. The point then is, should the C unmis* 
sioner have interfered of his own accord and set at naught what they were 
doing. This he could only do on some legal basis. He could not act 
arbitrarily. There was no complaint of First Information lodged on which 
there could be any arrest, search or seizure. Shri Thackersey and the 
other members of the Committee were all there. They evidently never 
wanted that the matter should be handled that way. They may 
be right or wrong is a different matter; but they were more keen on getting 
back the valuables than on crying for retribution against the Tilkayat. In 
that situation, the Commissioner could not force himself on the members of 
the Committee, dismiss all that they had done or were doing, and assume 
all responsibility for the steps to be taken. That I suppose would have 
been both indiscreet and unwise on his part, and may have been completely 
disliked by the Vice-President or the members of the Committee who had 
never sought official help or interference. I have no reason for thinking 
that in intellectual calibre, integrity or initiative a man 
of the position and stature of Shri Thackersey was in any way 
inferior to Shri Ujwal. If they wanted strong action in that sense 
against the Tilkayat, Ranawat, Kanhaiyalal and others, they could 
have had it for the mere asking. They had influence enough to 
aporbach even the Central Government, if for any reason the State Govern¬ 
ment had withheld its assistance; but there is not a breath of complaint by 
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any one of them that the Commissioner or the State Government was lacking 
in that regard. On previous occasions the State Government took action 
and posted military pickets because Shri Mulraj and others had them¬ 
selves requested the Government to do so. On this occasion the Committee 
or the Vice-President did not anticipate any such incident; and in any case 
they could not have the military posted there all the time or the police 
watching all the anticipated moves of the Tilkayat and his co-conspirators. 
They had an Executive Officer there of experience and distinguished an¬ 
tecedents and they had not expected that even lie would fail in his duty. 
When Shri Ujwal appeared on the scene, it was already too late and the 
Vice-President had himself been keenly moving in the matter along with the 
other members of the Committee. As to his failure to attend the meeting 
on the 2nd day it appears that he was indisposed and had some temperature. 
Much of the discussions and negotiations with Maharaj Shri appear to have 
been carried on, when the Commissioner was present on the first day; but 
all the same, Maharaj Shri was found to be a tough customer. It was only 
when the Tilkayat’s representative, Shri Mali, came in on the second 
day that the Tilkayat eventually relented and has sense enough to settle 
the matter. 

No one suggests or has ever suggested that Shri Ujwal in any manner 
encouraged Maharaj Shri in his attitude and I cannot condemn Shii Ujwal 
on mere speculation. Shri Mulraj has of course stated that the members 
of the Committee acted under some undue influence or pressure, because 
the Commissioner at Udaipur had advised them that it would be in their 
interest to have the matter settled amicably, as otherwise'the Central Gov- 
vernment would intervene and take over the control. I would have attached 
much weight to this statement of Shri Mulraj, but he himself, admits, 
frank as he has bean’throughout, that the information was heresay and that 
he gathered this from his talk with one of the members of the Committee, 
Shri Vrajlal Vasanjilalji. Shri Vrajlal however says that at Udaipur, they 
did not discuss with the Commissioner the method or manner in which the 
inquiry was to be conducted by them, and Shri Ujwal also did not say anything 
by way of caution before they undertook the inquiry. Shri Thaekersey 
might possibly have gathered a wrong impression; but even so, I cannot 
assume that the members of the Conunitte would be cowed down merely 
by the advice of the Commissioner, unless they themselves did not like 
official interference in that seme. The advice,-if any, would be almost com¬ 
monplace; and any legal action against the Tilkayat and the people res- 
ponsible, would always expose the institution to that risk if there was any 
such risk. It may be noted that Shri Vrajlal denies that the settlement was 
arrived at merely because the Conunitte metubes wanted to avoid an 
action against Maharaj Shri or to save his honour. He says, it was for the 
reason also that the jewelleries were already in possesion of Maharaj Shri, 
and “if the members of the Committee did not arrive at a settlement the* 
Vaishnavas would have felt much agitated a gainst the members of the 
Committee.” 


1 will now deal with the other objection that having posed any number 
of important questions in his letter dated 23rd January, 1968 (Ex. 70), Shri. 
Ujwal did not take a strong attitude against Ranawat, either to censure or 
expose this conduct in the meeting itself. I have already discussed in some 
detail the letter of Shri Ujwal sent to Ranawat on the 18th January (Ex. 69) 
protesting against the latter's conduct in keeping him in the dark , about 
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the incident and demanding an “immediate” report on th'e subject. I hare 
also dealt with the reply which Ranawat sent to that letter on the 21st 
January (Ex. 08) containing his garbled version of the incident and his un¬ 
convincing explanation. The letter in question (Ex. 70) in which the points 
of objection were raised by Shri Ujwal was in answer to that letter. 
Therein Shri Ujwal carefully analysed the situation on the facts submitted 
to him by Ranawat and raised the following pertinent objections:— 


(1) "The seal’ bore the signatures of two responsible officers 
of the Mewar Government according to your report and must have 
been in that condition for the last 25 years or more. Moreover, 
even though Maharaj Shri claimed that the room was in his possession, 
the keys of the lock were not with the Maharaj Shri nor in Krishna 
Bhandar. The only conclusion that I can draw from this is that the 
room was sealed and locked by the then Me war Government. Under 
such circumstances, the only correct course open was not to have 
broken open the seals and lock. The Government of Rajasthan 
which is the successor Government to the then Mewar Government 
should have been informed of the position. Even if it was very urgent 
to get the seals and lock broken, a representative of the Rajasthan 
Government should have been present at that time. This was not at 
all difficult to arrange as you could have immediately informed me of 
the Collector of the whole position.” 

(2) T find it difficult to believe that the room was sealed by the 
responsible officers without preparing an inventory. Even after 
opening it when you found that there was no inventory of the articles, 
you should have got in touch with the Collector and should have 
taken further action in his presence.” 

(3) "As you yourself say, even when the Maharaj Shri believed 
that these articles belonged to him, there should be no reasons in not 
making an inventory thereof, rather such an action on his part may 
go against him. 1 feel you should have insisted on his being done on 
the spot before removing the valuables.” 


(4) "The room was opened on 20th December and an inventory 
prepared on the 10th and yet no attempt was made to contact any 
responsible officer of the Government throughout this period, even 
though you were in touch on the telephone, telepraph and by corres¬ 
pondence with the Vice-Chairman. I thought at least a cursory 
mention ought to have been made to the local officers before you 
left for Bombay.” 


(5) ‘"The records of that period should have been carefully gone 
into with a view to find out if any clue about the contents or ail in¬ 
ventory of the articles could be found in those records.” 


It should be observed that most of the above objections relate to the 
conduct of Ranawat either prior to the stage of the opening of the Ivotha 
or the preparation of the inventory, except the last one which related to 
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further investigation of the books of account. I have no doubt that all 
these aspects of the matter must have been discussed at the meeting and 
the Commissioner must have taken up these matters at the meeting, because 
in the minutes there is a definite record of the disapproval of the conduct 
of Ranawat on account of these laches. I, therefore, accept the evidence 
of Shri Ujwal on the point that as instructed by the Chief Minister or as 
pointed out in his letter, he had discussion with the Committee members 
on these topics. As for his meeting Ranawat on the 24th of January, it is 
natural to assume that Shri Ujwal may have got from him the same facts which 
Ranawat mentioned in his letter earlier in addition to anything further he 
may have had to say on the points raised by way of explanation. I am 
unable to find anything suspicious or inconsistent in the conduct of Shri 
Ujwal or in his behaviour during the meeting or with the members of the 
Committee and the charges levelled against him appear to be misplaced 
and ill-founded. 


Local Members. 


I have already narrated the parts played by the other members of the 
Committee which show that each one of them was doing his best to save 
the situation according to his lights; but I propose to deal with the case of 
the local members separately, because a heavier burden rested on them 
for the protection of the temple properties. Their conduct has to be sub¬ 
jected to a stricter scrutiny. Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal (W. 27) is a dealer 
in gold and silver wares like his companion Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia. They 
are both residents of Nathdwara, and it appears from the record that they 
are people of some influence and soeial standing in the locality. They were 
admittedly members of the Managing Committee existing at the relevant 
time. Shri Chunni Lai appears to have been taken by Maharaj Shri to 
Delhi at the time of the constitution of the Committee and stayed with him 
in the Bikaner House. He ( Chunni lal Chharwal ) feigns ignorance 
of the reason for which he had been taken there, and says 
that Maharaj Shri did not tell him why he was being taken 
there; but there appears to be no doubt that he knew about the 
purpose and it was intended by Maharaj Shri that he should be a member 
of the Committee. I cannot also accept his version that he did not meet 
Shri Mohan Lal Sukhadia there because Maharaj Shri was also staying 
with Shri Sukhadiaji at that place. It is also to be noted from his evidence 
that he is a four-anna member of the Congress and as such connected with 
the local Congress Organization . For the present, I am concerned with 
their knowledge of the incident of the 25th December, their reaction to the 
incident and the part which they played in the events thereafter. Chunuilal 
in talking about his knowledge of the incident has made prevaricating 
statements. Orginially he stated that he learnt about it four or five days 
after the incident, from Shri Keshri Singh Ranawat. Later he gave out 
that he got some information on 27th or 28th, and then he contected Rana¬ 
wat, when the latter informed him that the “treasure of Maharaj Shri” 
had been found. He told Ranawat that the rumour was that a huge 
treasure had been found which Ranawat did not appear to deny, but only 
answered that whatever it was had been handed over to Maharaj Shri. 
He enquired of Ranawat why he, as a member of the Committee, had not 
been informed , when Ranawat appears to have told him that the members 
of the Committee had no connection with the matter and that he had already 
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informed the Vice-President and the Honorary Secretary, and a meeting of 
the Committee would take place in the near future. According to him the 
matter ended there, so far as he was concerned, and he admittedly made no 
further enquiries about the details and sent no information to anyone. 
It is absurd to suggest that within 4 or 5 days of the incident, if he is true, 
Ranawat would tell him that information had been sent to the Vice-President 
and the Secretary, and that there would be a meeting of the Committee 
in the near future with reference to the incident. He does not say that 
thereafter he again met Ranawat and had any further talk in the matter. 
He showed no curiosity about the nature of the rumour and about the 
value of the treasure found nor the details thereof, just for the reason, 
as he says, that the treasure belonged to Maharaj Shri. The relevant portion 
of his evidence may as well be reproduced here :— 


“I did not try to ascertain what would be the value of the treasure 
found, nor the details thereof. I did not ascertain it because the 
treasure belonged to Maharaj Shri, and I relied upon the rumour. I had 
then no suspicion that the treasure might have belonged to Shri Nath ji 
I assumed that the treasure belonged to Maharaj Shri, and I , there¬ 
fore, did not ascertain from Shri Ranawat as to where this treasure 
was found, whether in the Gahanaghar Kotha or at some other place. 
I did not know that the treasure was opened in the presence of 
Shri Ranawat nor did I ascertain this from Shri Ranawat. Shri 
Ranawat did not explain to me under what circumstances the treasure 
was found . He simply told me that it was the terasure of Maharaj 
Shri which had been made over to him. I did not ask Ranawat 
Sahib about the value of the treasure nor did Ranawat Sahib tell 
me about it. I had no curiosity to find the approximate value of the 
treasure, nor did I feel any anxiety to know what was the nature 
of the treasure found. Until the meeting of the Committee I 
was not aware that the value of the treasure found w r as three 
lakhs.” 

He then says that he did not remember if he met Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia 
between 25th December and the date of the meeting on the 1st February, 
1958, except once on the 28th December, when they talked about the rumour 
in respect of the find. 


So far as the Committee meeting is concerned, he again admits that 
he took no special interest in the meeting ; and I do not accept when he 
says the same thing about the other members aslo just to supprot himself. 
He maintains that according to his belief, the treasure found then belonged 
to Maharaj Shri. He says, “I hold this because I consider that Maharaj Shri 
was all in all and I do not know 7 of any distinction between Maharaj Shri 
and Shri Nathji.” He also adds that everyone knew that when Maharaj Shri 
was a minor, the valuables belonging to 1 im had been locked and sealed. 
He admits that he did not look into the Bahis and was even unable to say 
whether Ex. 19 was the Bahi produced before the Committee and he 
pleads ignorance if during the meet ing it was mentioned that some of 
the Bahis of the Gahanaghar were missing and that there was some search 
made of the Gahanaghar office about these books of account. Further 
he says that he went to visit the room where the valuables were found 
along with the other members of the Committee, but he could not say 
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whether the room was in the Gahanaghar, nor did he know what was 
meant by Gahanaghar. He did not ascertain in whose possession was the 
Jvotha from which the treasure was found. About the Amber find he 
has a similar story to tell. Although he admits being present in Jaipur 
at the relevant time in order to attend the betrothal ceremony of the 
daughter of Shri Sukhadiaji, he did not ever care to inspect the articles 
that were seized there. He says that the did not feel any interest as a 
member of the Committee to find what the seizure w as about. When 
asked by the Commission, he admitted that he or Chaturbhuj Bhatia did 
not go to Maharaj Shri to find out how this treasure was found, where 
the treasure was found, and to whom the treasure belonged. 


It is clear from this evidence that the witness has tried to conceal 
his knowledge of the incident. The fact that even having known of it. 
he shows no curiosity to ascertain the details of the incident is unintelli¬ 
gible to me. His complete indifference to whatever happened during the 
meeting of the Managing Committee on the 1st and 2nd February 
and his dogmatic assumption that the treasure belong# d to Maharaj Shri 
goes to show that this local member of the Managing Committee, who was 
deeply interested in Maharaj Shri, might have been even privy to his con¬ 
templated move in opening the Kotha and removing the articles. Other¬ 
wise, I am unable to believe that.a local member of the Committe interested 
in the management of the temple property would sit idle on any such 
assumption and maintain a stoic silence in the matter, His deep interest 
in Maharaj Shri is borne out by the fact that he was a member of the 
ten-member Advisory Committee formed by Maharaj Shri, about which 
there was so much agitation, he wan again a member of the twenty-one-mem¬ 
ber Committee, and then of the existing committee. He admits that the 
power of attorney then issued by the Tilkayat in his favour has not yet been 
cancelled by him. The fact that. Maharaj Shri took him to Delhi at the time 
of the formation of the existing Committee shows that Maharaj Shri could 
reckon on him for support when needed. 


Chatvr Bhvj Bhatia. 

The evidence of the other local member Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia (W. 45) 
is even worse. This witness also dabbles in politics to some extent, and is 
a man of some status in Nathdwara. His father w as called Nagarseth'; and 
he himself contested Municipal General Elections at Nathdwara twice 
and was elected. In 1938 he became a member of the Mewar Rajya Praja 
ruandel and thereafter a member of the Indian National Congress. He 
is also popularly known as ‘Bhaiya’ in Nathdwara. He has made palpably 
false and conflicting statements on the points of his knowledge of the 
treasure find. He repeats as Chunilal did that he learnt about the treasure 
find some 4 or 5 days after the 25th December, 1957 ; but unlike Chunnilal 
his source of ltnowlegde is not Ranawat but. Haridas Bhandari. from 
whom he first came to know about the find. According to the wit¬ 
ness what Haridas said to him was that “Maharaj Shri’s Khazana had 
been found and handed over to him”. He further learnt that Ranawat 
was present there and that the Committee members, the Vice-chairman 
and the Secretary had been informed ; and since he came to know 7 that the 
Vice-Chairman was taking steps, he did not consider it proper to 



intermeddle in the matter. He also wants the Commission to believe, 
as did Chunni Lai, that at that early stage he had all this information, 
and, therefore he could wait until the whole thing was “clarifb d at the 
meeting”. On the statement of Haridas, who is certainly much more 
reliable, I must hold that he learnt of the treasure find either the same 
evening or the next day. Both he and H ari Das agree that it was the witness 
who first enquired of Hari Das “as to what the matter was” when Hari Das 
gave him the information. The witness admits that Shri Chunni Lai had 
talked to him about the rumours prevalent in Nathdwara on the 27th or 28th 
December. So according to him, there were rumours afloat in the loca¬ 
lity even before he heard about it from Shri Hari Das, whose statement he 
regarded not merely as a rumour but as a statement of fact, because 
Hari Das belonged to the temple and was “a responsible officer and 
occupies a post almost next to the Executive Officer”. With all this he 
also did not feel any curiosity over the matter. Though he was conscious 
that as a member of the Committee he had obtained the information; yet 
he says that the talk was only casual, for about a couple of minutes, and 
later he made no attempt to ascertain either from Hari Das, Ranawat 
or the Tilkayat as to under what circumstances the treasure was found, 
or obtain any detailed information as to where and how the treasure was 
found and what was the value of the treasure. The explanation which he 
gives is that he did not do so because the Vice-Chairman was taking 
interest in the matter which was obviously false to his knowledge at that 
stage. He had to correct himself later win n he says that the fact that the 
Vice-Chairman was taking keen interest in the matter, he came to learn 
some 20 days after; and yet he continues to repeat that he had known 
that the Vice-Chairman was taking interest right from the time Shri 
Hari Das told .him. It is interesting to quote this part of his 
evidence :— 


Q. Did you make any attempt to meet Maharaj Shri, Shri 
Ranawat or Hari Das after you had known of the treasure 
find in order' to obtain detailed information as to where and 
how the treasure was found and what was the value of the 
treasure ? 


A. I did not make any attempt, because the Vice-Chairman 
was taking keen interest in the matter. 

This fact 1 hat the Vice-Chairman was taking keen interest the affair 
I came to learn some 20 days after. J did not take any steps 
to find out the details, for I had known that the Vice-Chairman 
was taking some interest light from the time Shri Hari Das 
told me. The information that the Vice President was 
taking some interest was not passed on to me by Hari Das. 
but T came to know of it from the rumours prevalent in 
Nathdwara. I presumed that the Vice President must 
have been taking action in the matter because Hari Das told 
that he had already sent information of the find to the Vice- 
President. I had no suspicion that the treasure in question 
could have belonged to Shri Nathji. I had come to know from 
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rumours that tlie treasure in question had been found in some 
part of Gahanaghar. 

Note ,:—The witness explains that the mmo’ r related to a find 
from some room in Gahanaghar but not the Gahanaghar 
itself. 


I did not take any particular interest in the matter personally, 
firstly because T was told that the treasure belonged to 
Maharaj Shri and secondly, because the Vice-President had 
already been informed of it. I had come to know only four or 
five days after the treasure had been found in Gahanaghar. I 
know from before t hat the properties of Shri Nathji were stored 
in Gahanaghar. I did not know that the properties of Maharaj 
Shri also were stored in Gahanaghar.'’ 

The whole statement, in my opinion, is a tissue of lies and prevari¬ 
cations. It clearly betrays an attempt to evade his knowledge of the 
incident and to explain away on any false pretext the reason for his not 
having taken any interest in the matter of the treasure find or to 
ascertain the details thereof or to inform the other members of the 
Committee. At a later stage in his evidence, the witness again tries to 
axplain: 

‘T heard rumours first of all. Then I had a talk with 
Chunnilal and then H arid as gave me the information. 

T had started hearing the rumours about this treasure find 
on the 25th or 26th December, 1957. No attempt was made by 
me to find out as to where' the treasure was found, and what was 
its valuation by meeting the Executive Officer or any other 
employee of the temple since the rumours were that the treasure 
belonged to Maharaj Shri.” 

One does not know wjiat to make of all these conflicting 
stat ements. 

About other matters also, he appears to feign ignorance. He says 
he did not know that there was any inspection of the Gahanaghar Kotha 
by the Vice-President or members of the Committee, and he did not 
remember that Ranawat had been questioned as to why he allowed the 
locks to be broken and articles removed without, preparing an inventory. 
Later he admits that Ranawat was asked as to why the articles were 
removed without informing the local members, when according to him 
Shri Ranawat simply replied that the treasure belonged to Maharaj 
Shri and had been handed over to him. He also did not remember 
whether there was any resolution passed in the meeting of 1st and 2nd 
February that Maharaj Shri should declare on oath that all that was 
found in Kotha A had been accounted for or disclosed in the inventory. 
His attempt to make a distinction between the room in the Gahanaghar 
not being the Gahanaghar itself clearly betrays his attempt to suppo t 
the claim of Maharaj Shri at all cost, because he admits that he knew 
from before that the propertiei of Shri Nathji were stored in the 
Gahanaghar. 
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I have given my anxious considerat ion to the evidence of these two 
witnesses and I can see no sensible explanation of their conduct except 
this that they knew and must have known of the incident which happened 
or was going to happen and were too deeply interested in Maharaj Shri 
to give out anything The so-called rumours to which they have referred 
were not rumours at all. but matters of which they were themselves 
aware, otherwise I cannot understand how on the same day of the incident 
or immediately the next day, Chaturbhuj Bhatia would of his own 
accord ask Haridas Bhandari as to what had happened. I prefer to believe 
the evidence of Haridaa Bhandari, who said that the talk between the 
two took place on the afternoon of the 23th December or latest on the 
26th, as shown in his statement at Bombay- These local members are 
indifferent to the whole affair, their attempt to support the claim of 
Maharaj Shri and their endeavour to explain their own failure to inform 
the other members of the C rnmittce or (he authorities by all sorts of 
false excuses cumulatively produce an impression on the mind 
that both these witnesses were more or less confiderates of the 
Tilkayat, that they had knowledge of what was going to transpire 
and vet they concealed the whole matter. In other words, it is 
obvious that they also joined the Conspiracy of silence’ along with the 
other members of the temple staff who were in the Know of 
things. Their conduct cannot be explained on the innocent hypo¬ 
thesis that those members inspite of their knowledge did not seriously 
care about their responsibility in the matter as members of the Manag¬ 
ing Committee, and that they were just the type of persons who would 
casually add a feather to there cap and then mind there own business 
without bothering about the responsibility which they had undertaken 
in public life. Having read their evidence with care I find that they 
are far too clever and shrewd men of business. If it was a more case of 
innocence and ignorance, they would not have so freely made such pre¬ 
varicating and untrue statements. 

Government responsibility. 

This exhausts my discussion of the responsibility of persons in the 
second group I will now consider the responsibility of the Government 
ami that of the two members of the Cabinet. It. has been admitted in 
the third paragraph of the preamble in the Notification that— 

“The State of Rajasthan as the successor of the Covenanting 
State of Mewar has a special responsibility to" supervise that 
the endowments and properties dedicated to the Shrine are 
safeguarded and used for the legit imate purposes of the Shrine.” 

Generally speaking religious and charitable endowments come under the 
protection of the ruling power. We have seen that Maharanas of Udaipur, 
from time to time, exercised such control and Superintending authority 
over the institution of Nathdwara in order to prevent and redress abuses 
and waste in the management of the temple and its properties; and at 
times even deposed the Tilkayat who was considered unfit for the high 
spiritual position. The present Tilkayat was appointed when the 
Maharana by order disinherited his father The Barman of the Maharana 
dated 31st December. 1934, shows that the Udaipur Darbar had “absolute 
right to supervise that the property dedicated to the Shrine is used for 
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legitimate purposes of the Shrine”, and that the Darbar had also ‘ the 
absolute right to depose any Tilkayat Maharaj for the time being, if in 
its absolute discretion such Maharaj is considered unfit and for the same 
reason and in the same way to disqualify any person who would other¬ 
wise have succeeded to the Gadi according to th law of primogeniture.” 
The Maharana or the State of Mewar was thus the sovereign authority in 
the matter. The Maharana's Farman was a law unto itself or to put it 
in the words of the Supreme Court, the Maharana was "the supreme 
legislature, the supreme judiciary and the supreme head of the executive.” 
The question, however, arises whether the State of Rajasthan has acquired 
all that sovereign authority of the ruler of Mewar. The popular fallacy 
appears to be that it has. A distinction, must, therefore, be drawn 
between the powers exercised by the Rulers of Mewar and the successor 
State of Raj;.sthan. It has to be remembered that the Mewar Ruler, 
unlike the State of Rajasthan, was not circumscribed or hampered by 
any constitutional rules and law's and could act at his volition to meet 
any emergent situation not so the State of Rajasthan. Whatever the 
popular notion may be. I could not expect the State Government to function 
except under the constitutional or legal limitations prescribed for it or 
take any action which was not sanctioned by law or legal procedure. It 
could not act as a benevolent despot, like the Maharanas of Udaipur, but 
had to act under the authority of law. 

Articles 2o and 26 of the Constitution provide for freedom of con- 
cience, free profession, practice and propagation of religion as also for 
freedom to manage religious affairs. The State Government, therefore, 
could make laws providing for social welfare and reform of religious insti¬ 
tutions of a public character and also for the administration of the proper¬ 
ties of such institutions in accordance with law', subject to the right of the 
public of that particular religious denomination or section in the institution 
to be administered. The Constitution therefore, had not ceded any right 
of sovereignty to the State Government which the Rulers of Udaipur 
enjoyed in connection with superintendence and control of these institu¬ 
tions; but the right of superintendence and control enjoyed by the State 
Government was subject to law's and regulations. There was no legislation 
about religious endowments in Rajasthan prior to the introduction of the 
Religious and Charitable Endowments Act on 6th February, 1959, which 
received the assent of the president on the 28th March, 1959- It is true 
that on some earlier occasions the State had exercised its police powers in 
safeguarding the affairs of the temple; but those police power® were exer¬ 
cised under given circumstances: and those rare instances could not be 
regarded as the general feature of the administration That was also done 
at the instance of the Vice-President of the then Managing Committee, 
namely, Shri Mulraj. who had moved in the matter, for example, on the 
occasion of the opening of the Hathighar and Ghoragbar in February, 1954. 
In the instance before me. there was no such proposal put up to Govern¬ 
ment of any such imminent threat to law and order which could have 
justified the State Government in making elaborate police precautions; 
and apart from the general responsibility which the Government had for 
the maintenance of law' and order, it had no higher responsibility in 
connection with the institution of Nathdwara. Even on the occasion of 
the Hathighar and Ghoraghar incident Shri Jainarayan Vyas, who was 
then the Chief Minister, conccds that no action w'as taken against Maharaj 
Shri or Bahuji Maharaj, his w'ife, who was considered responsible for 
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removing the valuables and trappings from those rooms. Shri Mulraj in 
his evidence has said that the Committee did not like to take any action 
against Bahuji Maharaj, and when an assurance was given by Shri Nath, 
the counsel for the Tilkayit, that an incident of the kind would not 
happen in future, the members of the Committee did not want to persue 
the matter any further. Shri Jai Narayan Vyas has expressed his dis* 
satisfaction with the manner in which the present incident was handled by 
the State Government and appears to think that a stronger line of action 
was justified in the circumstances; but even he has not been able to show 
what particular line of action was contemplated in which 
the State Government was lacking. Shri Damodar Vyas the 
present Revenue Minister, in my opinion, very correctly observes 
that in the circumstances as they stood at the time, the Govern¬ 
ment could only exercise its good offices by way of instructions and 
advice to the Tilkayat for the proper management of the Tilkana proper¬ 
ties, for appointment of a suitable Managing Committee consisting of 
Vaishnavas of standing and integrity, in the execution of the power* of 1 
attorney in favour of the members of that Committee, in having a schemer 
sanctioned under section 92 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and in giving; 
such other help as would be required for the purpose of good management 
by the Tilkayat or the members of the Managing Committee. After the 
formation of the Managing Committee.it appears that the then Commis¬ 
sioner had in consultation with the Chief Minister recommended the name 
of the present Executive Officer, who Avas an experi need administrator to 
act under the Managing Committee and look after the proper administra¬ 
tion of the temple, aid its properties. The Government, therefore, could 
not directly interfere in the management of the temple affairs. 

Subsequently to the event the question arises what responsibility 
rested on the State Government which it failed to discharge ? We know from 
the evidence that there was a studied attempt on the part of those whd 
knew about the incident to maintain strict silence and secrecy in the 
matter. I have fully discussed this aspect of the casein connection with 
the responsibility of Shri Ujwal, the Commissioner of Udaipur Division. 
Even in Bombay the news of the incident gained currency in the local 
newspapers only after Ranawat and Kanhaiyalal had been called there by 
the Vice President to interview the members of the Committee and mane 
their statements in Press. In other words, it was not until the 14th 
January, 1958, as we get from the expre s letter of Shri Thackersey (Ex, 
33) that there was an uproar in the public and in the Press regarding the 
Khazana which had been found in Nathdwara. Shri Thackersey appeals 
to have enclosed for the information of the Tilkayat a copy of the extract 
from the Bombay Samaehar of that date o r the subject. There was 
no thin g on the record to show that it gained currency in Bombay at any 
time earlier. The evidence shows that there was a Press Trust of India 
report of the incident on the 15th of January, and the Revenue Minister 
says that he had knowledge of the incident not earlier than the 16th January 
1958, as it appears from his minute dated 23rd January, (Ex. 212). 
It is on the receipt of this information on the lbth that I he Government 
started moving in the matter. Shri Hawa. the Revenue Secretary cont¬ 
acted Shri Ujwal that very day on the telephone and wanted a factual 
report from him of the incident after due enquiry. At that stage, the 
information was somewhat vague, because the letter of the- Revenue 
Secretary written on the 24th January, 1958 , in confirmation of the 
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earlier telephonic talk shows that Government had the impression of the 
discovery of a “huge treasure trove” in the Nathdwara Temple of Shri 
Nathji. It has been very streneously urged that the mention of the 
discovery as that of a treasure trove on the 25th December, 

1957, was made with some purpose because it is argued that on the 
report of the Press Trust of India, which has been read out to me, it was 
hot the case of a ‘treasure trove” at all and the expression was delibera¬ 
tely used perhaps to mislead the Commissioner It is contended and of 
course rightly that the Revenue Secretary, or for the matter of that, the 
Revenue Minister, who was himself a lawyer, must have understood the 
distinction between a “treasure trove” and the “find of valuables” in the 
present case. That may be so, but the argument that the use of the word 
“treasure-trove” was “misleading” is not altogether correct. One has only 
to see the report of the Press Trust of India about the incident to realise 
that the observation made in the note of the Government was not quite 
unjustified. The first paragraph of the report clearly conveys the 
impression that it was a case of “treasure-trove”, though in the latter 
part there may be something to assume that it was the find of treasure of 
some other kind. In any case, the description in the Press Trust of India 
report is s jeh that it suggests more of a case of “treasure-trove” than any- 
thing else. I will just place the relevant part of the report. The news of 
the Press Trust of India, as published in the “Lokwani” of the 16th January, 

1958, re ,ds that the Khazana or treasure was obtained in a part of the 
temple in a Tehkhana or underground cellar, of which no one had any 
information till then. The treasure consisted of a huge quantity in 
jewelleries coins and gold mohars and gold ornaments valued at about 31 
lakhs of rupees. Then it refers to the fact of the Executive Officer and the 
Gah .naghar Officer Ka ihaiyalal having been called to Bombay to inter¬ 
view the members of the Committee and to inform them about the details 
of the valuables. The last but one paragraph of the report so published 
refers to the statement of Shri Ranawat as being to the effect that on the 
day in question, Ranaw d and the Mahant of the temple had been inspec¬ 
ting the roof of the temple for purposes of repairs and when they inciden¬ 
tally went to inspect this part of the temple, they alighted upon this 
treasure in the cellar (TXT). When the lock was broken open, they came 
across 14 boxes containing those valuables and immediately the valuables 
were removed thro gh a secret p ssage to Moti Mahal of Maharaj Shri, an 
inventory of which was prepared some 15 days thereafter. Throughout 
the report, the word “Telikhana” has been used which means some under¬ 
ground cellar and i:i the context in which the news occurs, one could as 
well assume that it was a case of a “treasure-trove”. Therefore, not much 
argument c n be bid 1 on the fact that Government at that early stage 
treated it to be so and wanted more particulars of the matter from the 
Commissioner. Thus the Government had inkling of the news at a very 
late stage nearly three weeks after when already the incident had come to 
the notice of the office bearers of the Managing Committee, who had 
started taking action on it. So far as general responsibility for the 
maintenance of law and order is concerned there was at no stage 
any complaint made or information lodged. Even the Committee did 
not consult the Government about the steps they were taking. 

It has been urged that there was no reason why the intelligence 
officers of the Government should not have scooped out the news 
earlier and apprised the Government of the real position. The learned 
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counsel for the intervenors and Shri Hajela have naturally commented 
on the elaborate paraphernalia maintained by the Government for 
detection of crimes and criminals and for the investigation and unearth¬ 
ing of incidents, sought to be concealed by those responsible for their 
perpetration. They contend that there was, therefore, no reason why 
the Government with all its resources should not have got information 
of the matter earlier. As I have seen, who could have informed the 
Government about the incident when the Executive Officer himself was 
responsible for suppressing the news and others who knew about it were 
also maintaining complete silence. Even the local members of the 
Committee took no steps to apprise anyone and there was no news in 
the local papers either, prior to the 15th or 16th of January, 1958. The 
police stationed at Nathdwara or even the C. I. D. officer working there 
could not of his own motion enter the Gahanaghar which was supposed to 
be a sacred precinct where oi ly selected people were allowed to enter. 
Even at a later stage, the inquiry made by the police appears to be 
imperfect on that account, as it appears from (Ex. 213) the top secret 
letter dated 22nd January, 1958, sent by the Circle Inspector Mehtab 
Singh to the Superintendent of Police, wherein it was mentioned that 
“recently it was reported that one wall had fallen down and as such the 
room was unlocked by the present Manager Shri Ranawat.” It also 
suggests that since the time of Goverdhan Lalji the room had been looked 
and no one cared to look after the same. We know from the site plan 
that to go to the Gahanaghar Kotha one has to pass through two locked 
rooms. I am, therefore, unable to find on this material that there was 
any lack of vigilence on the part of the State Government in not knowing 
of the find earlier. The matter had been kept a closely guarded secret 
by all those who know about it. 

It is argued that even after the'r knowledge of the matter, the 
Government merely depended upon correspondence with the Commissioner 
and even then they did not receive the Commissioner’s reply until the 
3rd February, 1958. One has to remember in this connection that the 
Commissioner himself was unaware of this matter. He had written to 
the Executive Officer protesting against his conduct and demanding 
an immediate report (Ex. 69). The report which was submitted by Shri 
Ranawat on the 21st January (Ex. 68) contained various factors about 
which objections were raised by the Commissioner, who again wanted a 
fuller information on the point as per his letter dated 23rd January, 1958 
(Ex. 70). To this reply was sent by Ranawat on the 29th January, 1958 
(Ex. 71), and then on the 31st January, 1958, the Commissioner sent a 
reply to Shri Hawa, Revenue Secretary, in which he enclosed copies of 
correspondence on the subject with Shri Ranawat as also with 
the Collector of Udaipur who had made his own enquiries 
through the police and submitted his report. I do not see how 
in the circumstances I can attach any blame to the Government on that 
point, specially when in the letter they were also told by the Commissioner 
that an emergency meeting of the power of attorney holders was going 
to he held on the 1st of February, 1958, which the Commissioner himself 
wanted to attend, and where he would press the points made out in his 
report. The Commissioner further assured that after the Committee’s 
deliberations were over, he would write again to the Revenue Secretary 
about the matter. On this correspondence, it cannot be argued with any 
strength that the Government was deliberately slow in the matter, or, as 
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it is suggested, “actively inactive” so that nothing could be done. It 
Would be too much to suggest that on the information which they posses¬ 
sed and in view of the delay that had happened, the Revenue Minister 
himself or for the matter of that, the Revenue Secretary, or the Commis¬ 
sioner of the Division must have all at once rushed to the spot and star¬ 
ted investigations themselves in order to come to their own findings quite 
apart from what the Managing Committee had been doing. This, in my 
opinion, would not have been a desirable course, having in view the 
fthove circumstances of the case. 

I have already held that the allegation by Ranawat that he spoke 
tp the Revenue Minister about the incident on the 27th December, 1957, 
was incorrect. If these facts are borne in mind, I find it difficult to enter¬ 
tain the contention that the Government deliberately kept quiet over 
the matter and allowed Maharaj Shri a free hand in doing what he liked. 
The responsibility of the Government, as I have shown, was a constitutional 
aud legal responsibility and not the kind of responsibility which could be 
attributed to in view of the actions taken on previous occasions by the 
Udaipur Darbar. It has been also urged that if the Government could 
discover the removal of the valuables which led to the interception of 
Maharaj Shri at Amber and seizure of the valuables in his possession, the 
Government had equal re sources on the occasion of this incident to deal 
with the matter; and even though before the incident, they may not have 
known of it, but they should have come to know of it at the earliest op¬ 
portunity and taken prompt steps to taekie the situation. It may be that 
at the time of the Amber seizure, ( iovernnient had become much more 
alert. In fact, in this case the discovery was made on some information 
given to the Chief Minister himself who forthwith contacted the Ins¬ 
pector General of Police and then the officer took prompt action in the 
matter, which he thought was justified in law. It is not for me at this 
stage to say anything about this incident, except to refer to the fact 
that some of the valuables recovered from Kotha A were also a part of 
the treasure seized at Amber; but that is no argument for the assum¬ 
ption that in connection with the incident of the 25th December also 
Government could have acted in a similar manner. 

My attention has also been drawn to certain publication of news 
oo a notice board at Nathdwara maintained at the Chaupati, which is a 

S ' motion of five roads, by the Pra ja Socialist Party, of which witness 
arendra Pal Singh Chaudhari (W. 33) was the District Secretary. It is 
said that occasionally important, news are noted on the Board for the 
information of the public and the local police generally sent reports of 
the publications on this Board to the higher authorities. The publica¬ 
tion of the news on 1-1-58 with reference to the incident of 25th Decem¬ 
ber, 1957, was as follows:— 

"Angrej gaye unka nay a sal chhor gaye jo aaj hi hai. Yahan per 
bhi tic Angrej ke sachche hhakt va khitab dhari samant yug ke gurge 
Sukhadia ne Nathdwara men chhor rakha hai jo kiska upasak hai 
paia nahin. Shriji ke Mandir men chikbandi khuli aur saman banna 
uski soochna sarkarko va C< mmiltee ko nahin aisi aam afvah hai 
sarkar is kijanch karegi ?” 

It is obvious that the publication refers to the rumour prevailing 
tb<tt day that there was an opening of “ chikbandi ” in Shriji’s temple 
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and distribution of properties, of which the Government or the Committee 
had no information, and the Government would have the matter investi¬ 
gated. I held in my Order dated 15th July, 1959, that even if a copy of the 
publication was sent to the higher authorities it was much too vague and 
scurrilous in the context in which the news occurs to merit any 
serious attention. I did not, therefore, consider it necessary to examine 
the District Magistrate of Udaipur or the Superintendent of Police there 
on the strength of this publication, as desired by the learned counsel for 
the intenvenors. I see no reason to think that the publication in ques¬ 
tion conveyed any definite information to the authorities so as to attribute 
any knowledge of the incident to them, even assuming that as a matter 
of routine only the local police had forwarded a copy thereof to the 
higher authorities. Even on this publication tlv> Governn ent appear to 
have no knowledge of the incident till then. I will examine in due course 
some of the other publications on the Board to see whether they attribu¬ 
ted any knowledge of the incident to the Government or any part to 
Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia even later. I have tried to analyse the situa¬ 
tion as it was, and I feel that the Government could not be said to 
have slept over their responsibility in the matter. Most of the above 
criticisms appear to ignore some essential factors, namely, the strict 
secrecy maintained by persons in the know of the incident, the sacred 
and almost inaccessible position of the Gahanaghar, except to a privileged 
few, and the existance of tbe Managing Committee, the powers which 
the Committee exercised and the steps which it had been assiduously 
taking to recover the valuables. 

Responsibility of the two Cabinet Members (i) Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia 

Chief Minister 

This leaves me now with the question which has been raised about 
the responsibility of the two Cabinet Members of the Government, Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia, the Chief Minister, and Shri Damodar Vyas, the 
Revenue Minister. I have already explained why after the evidence of 
Shri Mulraj I decided to examine there gentlemen and have found that 
in according Government approval to the scheme of the Advisory Com¬ 
mittee formulated by the Tilkayat and his representatives, they acted in the 
normal course of business and with the best of intentions. As soon as they 
came to learn that the scheme had not the assent of the Vaishnavas and 
that things had been misrepresented to them by the Tilkayat or his agent, 
the Chief Minister withdrew Government approval and the previous 
order in Council was cancelled. I have also discussed the circumstances 
of tangle and discord which had been deliberately created by the Tilka¬ 
yat to offer him an excuse for scrapping the Managing Committee which 
had a man like Shri Mulraj as its Vice-President, and for a free play of 
his own designs. That the Ministers concerned in the above affair 
acted with a strict sense of fairness is borne out by the record and 
the minutes and the Orders-in-Council noted on the relevant file. Any 
suspicion that I had on the point—and I cam.ot deny that I had a 
lurking suspicion at one stage—has been amply removed; but before 
these members of the Cabinet came to be examined by the Commis¬ 
sion, certain other materials appeared on the record which sought to 
connect the Chief Minister directly with the happening of the 25th 
December, 1957, and incidentally also the Revenue Minister, who, it 
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has been argued/ was a mere under-study of his Chief. Moreover, the 
learned counsel for the intervenors and Shri Hajela in their forceful 
arguments have painstakingly endeavoured to link up a long chain of 
circumstantial details to fasten responsibility for the unfortunate incident 
on these members of the Cabinet. I have, therefore, to examine the 
considerations urged before me. I realise that suspicion is an enemy of 
balanced thinking, and cannot take the place of proof. It is a common 
adage: “Give the dog a b' d name and hang him”; and in arriving at 
correct conclusions a level-headed balancing of facts and circumstances 
is essential, avoiding any tendency to approach fem with pre-conceived 
notions or prejudices in order to jump at conclusions which may be 
found to be unjustified m a moment of cool thinking. The aluvestrnd- 
ard of testing the evidence is all the more necessary when building on 
circumstantial details. It is also a well-known principle that conclusif ns 
based on circumstantial details must he such as to be ircrmpatible with 
any other reasonable hypothesis. Bearing there principles in mind, I 
will first consider the direct evidence on the point and see if it is at all 
reliable. 

On 4th June, 1959, a memorandum (Ex. 183) was presented to the 
Commission by one Shri Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari with a sheaf of 
letters in original, said to have been written to the former by Shri Mohan 
Lai Sukhadia. Narendra Pal claimed that those letters related to the 
agitation against the opening of the Akhand Kotha or Kotha A of tiie 
Gahanaghar at the time when an inventory of the contents of the 
Gahanaghar was ordered to be prepared by the Mewar State; and that 
the agitation was organised and fomented by Shri Sukhadia himself 
against the then Munsarim Shri Bindu Lai Bhattacharya. In other 
words, it was sought to be established by these letters that Shri Sukhadia 
being very much interested in the contents of Kotha 
A directly or indirectly helped Maharaj Shri in having the 
Kotha opened and the valuables removed. He also claimed 
that he was an employee of the Temple at the time when the Kotha in 
question was locked and sealed. I naturally thought that he was likely 
to furnish some valuable information on the subject-matter of investi¬ 
gation and decided to examine him. In his deposition he went far 
beyond his memorandum and made many belated developments in his 
story, which are clearly after-thoughts, betraying his anxious efforts to 
implicate Shri Sukhadia. He says that he was a professional player in 
the Damodar Cricket Club in 1928 where Shri Purshottamadas Sukhadia, 
father of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, was the coach appointed by Shri 
Damodar Lalji himself. He later worked as a clerk in Shri Natbji’s 
temple from 1933 to 1938. There are ten letters produced by the 
witness ranging from the period 30-4-40 to 7-8-40 (Exs. 184-192 and 203). 
There is also a telegram (Ex. 204) dated 1-7-40. These letters were 
admittedly written by Shri Sukhadia to witness Shri Narendra Pal Singh 
Chaudhari and so also was the telegram sent to the letter. The case of Shr: 
Narendra Pal is that Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia was born in Nathdwara 
and had very close relations with the family of the Tilkayat, in whose 
welfare he was deeply interested; he felt much annoyed with the Munsarim 
Shri Bindulal Bhattacharya, who did not allow a free hand to the family 
and friends of Maharaj Shri to handle the temple affairs as he liked and 
started a planned campaign against Shri Bindu Lai and succeeded in getting 
him removed. The witness, who was a fellow worker with Shri Sukhadp 
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in the political field had also joined in the campaign. He also says that 
in 1941 Shri Gambliir Singhji, a senior officer of the Mewar Government, 
was deput id to prepare an inventory of the temple properties, but Shri 
Sukhadia launched a campaign against him on the ground that it was an 
unwarranted interference in the affairs of the temple, specially when 
Maharaj Shri was a minor, and he so managed things that it became 
impossible for Gambhir Singhji to find the Akhand Kotha of which Shri 
Sukhadia had prior knowledge. Shri Sukhadia admitted that there was 
an agitation in 1940, in which he was interested, but that agitation did 
not relate to the removal of Munsarim Bindulal but to the removal of 
his immediate predecessor Shri Gopi Nath Ojha. He denied that he took 
any part in the agitation about the preparation of inventory by Gambhir 
Singhjj, though some of his fellow workers in the political field had a 
share in the agitation and were ev< n convicted on that account. He also 
denied any knowledge of the Akhand Kotha. He admitted his connections 
with Nathdwara in the sense that his father was working as a coach 
there in the employ of Shri Damodarlalji and that his early schooling was 
at Nathdw r ara, but he had his intermediate education at Udaipur and 
later left for Bombay for his L.E.E. degree (Diploma in Electrical 
Engineering). On return some time about 1939 or 1940, he set up 
business at Udaipur where he had been staying since then. Since his 
stay in Udaipur, he had almost lost whatever connections he 
had with the family of the Tilkayat and at least since his 
marriage in 1938, he was not allowed to enter the temple. 
The above facts of Shri Sukhadia’s stay at Udaipur since 1938 
and his not being allow ed to enter the temple since his marriage is also 
admitted by the witness Narendra Pal. Shri Sukhadia also says that when 
he had settled down in Udaipur he started taking active interest in politics 
and was the Secretary of the Mewar Praja Mandal. He says that the 
agitation for the removal of Munsarim Shri Ojha was due to various 
serious complaints against him and in particular about his behaviour 
towards the members of the Praja Mandal, of which Sukhadiaji has given 
an instance in his deposition. Therefore, the agitation was organised by 
his colleagues of the Praja Mandal and he supported and guided their 
movement. He also waited on a deputation with them on the then Prime 
Minister of Mewar and wrote a letter to him in that connection; and the 
Maharana of Udaipur eventually started investigation against the 
Munsarim which culminated in the dismissal of the latter and the appoint¬ 
ment of Shri Bindulal Bhattacharya as his successor. I may say that I 
had occasion to peruse some important documents in the Mewar 
Government file in that connection which fully bear out the statement 
of Shri Sukhadia, but I purposely refrained from putting them on the 
record, because they affected the private character of many other persons 
who had nothing to do with the points under investigation. 

Let us, therefore, see if these letters and the telegram produced by 
Narendra Pal support the case of the witness. It is significant that these 
letters and the telegram have all been sent from Udaipur, which shows 
that in those days Shri Sukhadia was not residing at Nathdwara. The 
letters indicate that Narendra Pal was on the best of terms with the 
writer Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia and that the letter had ample confidence 
in his capacity and power of organization. The letters also indicate that 
Shri Bapu or Fatehlal Bap a, Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia alias “Bhaiya” and 
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Shri Kishan Lai (now m. l. a.) whose names figure in the evidence before 
me, were either co-workers or sympathisers in the cause. The letter dated 
19-6-40 ( Ex. 187 ) refers to the visit of the Munsarim to Udaipur to meet 
the Priminister Shri Vijayraghavachari in the company of some big Seth 
[ business man ] from Madras, who appears to have had some influence on 
the Frime Minister. It warns ti e addresses that the Munsarim had noted 
down the names of those who had presented some petition against him and 
was bound to tyrannise over them. It suggests that ‘Bhai Kishan’ should 
be apprised of the situation. It also says that the writer had asked for an 
appointment for his deputation on Shri Raghavachari, and concludes with 
the advice that they should strive heart and soul to get released from the 
stranglehold of the Munsarim, and if their petition produced no effect, then 
to give an ultimatum and prepare for Satyagrah, otherwise the were 
likely to lose their hold on the public if they fell back at that juncture. 
In the next letter dated 21-6-40 (Ex. 188), he refers to some talk which 
he had with Vermaji about the accounts. He says that the accounts 
should not be published until be had examined each 
item, and removed his doubts if any, and put his signature 
on them as Secretary. Tire writer further advised that the 
accounts should be sent to him in the name of Master Sahib. The letter 
than enquiries about the steps proposed to be taken against the Munsarim 
and suggests that the agitation should continue against him at Nathdwara 
and advises that they should work with all their might in the cause, so 
that the poor praja, which was sufficiently tired of the Munsrim’s tyrannies 
night breathe in p ace. In the letter which follows (Ex. 189) dated 27-6-49 
the writer lements that he had not been able to settle upon any objec¬ 
tive in his life and that he was not acting on any settled principle, 
politics was a thing which required a good deal of organisation; and 
that at least ten or fifteen of tham at Nathdwara should act with a 
fixed pcfpose. They should divide the work between thamselves and work 
with a determination. With reference to the Modern School the writer 
advises the address s that he should act with courage and than every 
one would support him. He should not bother about any opposition; he 
should rather ponder over than and consider whether they we. e justi¬ 
fied or incorrect. In the last paragraph the writer says that the 
priminister was in Udaipur and if they were prepared to come, they 
should send him information a day earlier and also inform ‘Bhai Kishan 
about all this. The reference in the paragraph is to the contemplated 
deputation. On 9-7-40 there is another letter (Ex. 160), in w ich he 
speyks of the formation of defence committee and three advocates 
having undertaken to plead their cause. He also says that he had 
learnt that they at Nathdwara were preparing a chargesheet also 
against Ranchhor lal and others; but he warns that until the Munsarim’s 
matter was finished, they should not do so, else the Prime Minister will 
think that they were against everyone; after the removel of the Munsarim 
everything would be clarified. The letter dated 4-8-40 (Ex. 191) is 
important. The writer cempliance that alteough he had sent a. wire 
about the removal of the Munsarim, yet on this occasion of their victory 
he bad no response from them. However, he was simply anxious to know 
bow the Praja had reacted to the happy news and how they had thought 
of consolidating their position on the stepping stone of their success. He 
also desires to know if it would be of any advantage if he visits Nathdwara 
He farther informs that Babu Bindulal je was going to Nathdwara on the 
Panchmi day. The telegram mentioned in the letter is dated 1-8-40 
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(Ex. 204) and runs as follows: 

"‘Congratulations Munsarim dismissed 
Bindulalji possible 
Sukhadia” 

The two read together clearly establish that the agitation was about the 
dismissal of some other Munsarim and not .Bindulal Bhattacharyaas 
alleged by Narendra Pal. The possibility about the appointment of 
Bindulal as the successor contemplated in the telegram was confirmed 
by the letter wherein it is stated that Babu Bindulal was proceeding 
to Nathdwara on the Panehmi day (Ex. 1!)I). The next letter dated 7-S-40 
(Ex. 192) hardly leaves any doubt in the matter The letter discloses that 
the writer had a scheme in his mind; he had learnt that the public of 
Nathdwara contemplated arranging a welcome reception for Shri Bindulal; 
people to be told that such a welcome was not desirable. What he 
thought proper was to hold a meeting on the night of the 9th in which 
Shri Bindulal might be welcomed, but the meeting should not be arran¬ 
ged by the co-workers of his party. They should in fact keep neutral 
and the whole thing should be arranged by others; but when the meeting 
is held some of them should stand up and say that Babu Bindulal should 
not got involved in any party and be should offer positions in the services 
to the people of Nathdwara. He also advi&es that his men should not 
disclose beforehand that any of them intended to speak at the meeting, 
but they should do so unawares and on the spur of the moment : their 
policy with reference to Babu Bindulal should be one of “wait and see"’. 
He further adds that if the proposed meeting is fixed on the 9th, he would 
also go over to Nathdwara and attend. 

From a perusal of these letters, the only conclusion at which one can 
arrive is that the agitation in which Shri Sukhadia was interested was not 
an agitation against the Munsarim Shri Bindulal for not giving a free hand 
to the members of the family of the Tilkayat in dealing with the temple 
properties, as alleged by the witness Narendra Pal. The letters 
support the evidence of Sukhadiaji that the agitation was directed 
against one Gopi Nath Ojha, the predecessor in office of Shri Bindu Lai. 
because of the many misconducts of the former and his acts of handedness 
against the ‘Para of Nathdwara. 1 have gone into some details 
of the contents of those letters because they throw light not only upon the 
events which then happened, but also upon the character of Shukhadiaji 
as he then was. They disclose that the writer was no mean agitator, but 
acted on some fixed principles and possessed ability, initiative and leader¬ 
ship. The insinuation of Narender Pal that when the deputationists waited 
on the Prime Minister and were being arrested, Shukhadiaji gave them 
the slip (rafuchakkar hogaye) is almost malicious. The record shows that Shri 
Sukhadia had arranged for the deputation, had written a letter to the Prime 
Minister and fixed with him an appointment for the purpose. How 
could he then escape the authorities, if they wanted to arrest him ? That 
he was also incarcerated in the political struggle is clear from his evidence 
and, therefore, the mean conduct attributed to him shows the bias which 
the witness evidentley had against Shri Sukhadia. Narendra Pal has 
even suggested that Sukhadiaji sponsored the agitation because he used 
to get subscriptions from Maharaj Shri for the Praja Mandal. The word 
“Bhaiya” in the letters, according to him, refers to Maharaj Shri. This 
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is palpably false, because Maharaj Shri was too young in 1940 to be capable 
of giving donations and the estate was in the hands of the Court of Wards. 


I come now to the visit of Shri Sukhadia to Nathdwara on the 24th 
December, 1957, just a day prior to the incident, or it would be even correct 
to say almost on the eve of the incident. This visit has naturally excited 
a good deal of suspicion and attracted much attention in the arguments 
and I have had to probe into this aspect of the matter with the 
greatest possible care. The evidence of Shri Sukhadia on the point is 
as follows: 


“I went to Nathdwara on the 24th December, 1957. I went 
there from Udaipur. I travelled by car, and reached Nathdwara 
at about 1 or 1-30 p m. As usual, I had informed the Collector of 
Udaipur a day earlier that I was going to Nathdwara. I directly 
went to the house of Shri Fateh Lai Bapu there, and had my meal 
with him. The main reason for my going to the house of Shri 
Fatehlal Bapu on the 24th was that Shri Fatehlal Bapu and Shri 
Nandlal Joshi were both contesting Provincial Congress Committee 
elections and we wanted that Shri Fatehlal Bapu should withdraw in 
favour of Shri Nandlal Joshi. The particular importance of the matter 
was that Shri Nandlal Joshi had been working in the political field 
from before 1938. In other words, he was a very much old Congress 
worker, and at the time he was seeking election to the Provincial 
Congress Committee, both his lungs had been affected by tuberculosis, 
and he was still anxious to be elected. We did not like that in case 
there was contest and ho lost, he should be deeply affected thereby; 
and even in the interests of the organization such a thing would 
not have been desirable that an old Congress worker like him should 
thereby suffer and have such a setback. I may also state tha‘ about 
a couple of months back, he died of that malady. I, therefore, 
went to Nathdwara to perseade Shri Fatehlal Bapu as desired by my 
friends atl d to avoid that undesirable situation. I succeeded in 
getting Shri Fatehlal Bapu to withdraw and Nandlal Joshi was 
returned uucontested. There were several other Congress workers 
present at bis houie—both local and belonging to tlie District Congress- 
Committee- After our meal, we discussed the matter of Shri 
Fatehlal’s withdrawal. Thereafter I disposed of some other visitors 
who came to call on me, as it usually happens, and when I was about 
to leave, Champalal, an attendant of Maharaj Shri arrived there 
and stated that Maharaj Shri was desirous that I should meet him, 
Though I was ready to leave, I was persuaded by my friends there 
to pay a courtsy call for a few minutes on Maharaj Shri. As I was 
about to proceed to Maharaj Shri, Shri Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari 
arrived there, and told me that the Modern School was not function¬ 
ing, because there was some proceeding against the trustees, and he 
wanted that I should intervene, and have the proceeding terminated; 
hut I told him to discuss the matter with the local members of the 
school committee, as I lad no timemysalf to look into it then, 
Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari appeared to be under the impression 
that the proceedings in court were initiated at my instance and that 
I could withdraw them. This talk between me and Shri Narendra 
Pal Singh took place outside the house of Shri Fatehlal Bapu, but in a 
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Cha.uk within his compound in the presence of several others. The Chiuk 
is such that people standing there are visible even from outside. 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh did not take part in the meals there. There 
was no occasion for me to talk to Shri Narendra Pal Singh alone, 
nor did I do sj.” (Pages 507-509). 

Again the witness says : 

“Chaturbhuj Bhatia and Chunnilal Chhaparwal also accompani¬ 
ed me in the car, when I left to visit Maharaj Shri on that occasion. 
Moti Mahal may be about 2 furlongs from Fatehlal Bapu’s house and 
it took the car about a couple of minutes to reach there. The car 
entered the main gate of Moti Mahal, and then stopped in the court¬ 
yard where we got down. We were then escorted through a flight 
of stairs on the right side as one enteres, Moti Mahal. When I met 
Maharaj Shri there, he complained to me that I had not met him 
since long, even when I visited Nathdwara. I did not have any 
occasion to meet him previously. He then spoke to me about the 
matter relating to the scheme of management pending in court. He 
said that its disposal was taking a long time, and if the proceeding 
could be disposed of early, everything would be stabilised. I told 
him that this was a matter for the court, and I could not do any 
thing in the matter. I distinctly remember that I had no other talk 
with him them Chunnilal and Chatur Bhuj who had accompanied 
me were all along with me there. There were some other Servants or 
attendants of Maharaj Shri standing a part. Chaturbhuj Bhatia, 
Chunnilal Chhaparwal and myself were all sitting close to each other 
and they heard the talk which Maharaj Shri had with me. There 
Was no talk at all at that time about the opening of any Gahanaghar 
Kotha. Chaturbhuj and Chunnilal who were all alongwith me 
then got down with me and we left in the car together. 

Chaturbhuj Bhatia and Chunnilal Chhaparwal have of course supported 
the evidence of Shri Sukhadia; but the fact that these men alone were in 
the company when he went to visit Maharaj Shri on the occasion, is in 
itself a matter of serious comment; and having examine their evidence I 
would be reluctant to look for corroboration to them of the evidence of 
Shri Sukhadia on the point. It is also suggested that there was no refer- 
nee to his v sit to Nathdwara in his tour programme and even the purpose 
of his visit has been doubted, so that it is contended that the evidence of 
Shri Sukhadia alone on the point should not be held to conclusive and 
that the purpose was something ulterior in connection with some advice 
from him as to the opening of the Gahanaghar Kotha. If the evidence 
of Shri Sukhaiia stood alone on the point, there would be something to 
say for the argument, but there are two strong factors in favour of Shri 
Sukhadia which adequately support him. one is the publication on the 
Notice Board maintained by the Praja Socialist Party, and the other is the 
circumstance, that the said visit was in connection with elections on the 
eve of the impending Congress Session at Gauhati, which Shri Sukhadia 
left to attend on the 15th January, 1958, I have no doubt these elections 
must have taken ph.ce both for the District and the Provincial Congress 
Committees for sending delegates to the Congress as stated by Shri 
Sukhadia. 
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I should say a few words here about the Notice Board publications 
which have assumed some importance at least so far as the case of Shri 
Sukbadia or the Government is concerned. We have it from the witm ss 
Narendra Pal himself who claims to be the Secretary of the Udaipur T)'s- 
trict Branch of the Praja Socialist Party that this Notice Board is main¬ 
tained by the party in Nathdwara at one corner of Dhamor Bazar, near the 
Chaupati. Occasionally important news, in the opinion of the party, are 
written on this Board lor information of the public. Narendra Pal also 
says that the Mewar Praja Mandal, which was founded in 1937, was dis¬ 
solved and merged in the States Peoples’ Conference in 1945, and the lat¬ 
ter also merged in the Indian National Congress in 1947. He further ad¬ 
mits that since 1945, he had no correspondence with Shri Sukbadia, and 
when the Socialist Party separated from the Congress in 1948, ho joined 
the Socialist Party, while Shri Sukhadia remained in the Congress. Since 
then they have been active members of two rival political bodies and the 
evidence shows that Narendra Pal fought two general elections as his Party 
candidate but was eaoh time defeated by the Congress nominee, who as 
strongly supported by Shri Sukhadia and others. On his own showing, 
feelings appear to have been bitter between them. He alleges that Shri Sukha¬ 
dia started against him some litigation in connection with the Modern School 
which he claims to have founded and that in 1957 he was even convic¬ 
ted on a complaint filed by Shri Kishan Lai, one of the Congress Mem¬ 
bers, and his erstwhile colleague, on a charge of defemation, which the 
latter instituted as Sarpaneh of the Gram Panchayat. Shri Sukadia has 
stated that in view of the speeches and writings of Narendra Pal bitterly 
criticising Shri Sukhadia and the Congress Party, there was no question 
of any fraternal relationship or relation ship of any confidence between 
them. Whatever may have been the position in 1940, to which period 
the letters relate, there is nothing to show that any further intimacy 
subsisted between the two; on the contrary the indications are that they 
had become uncompromising political oponents, no longer on terms of 
cordial relationship with each other. These facts are material in considering 
the writings on the Notice Board and some of the other statements which 
Narendra Pal has made to implicate Shri Sukhadia. 

With reference to Shri Sukhadia’s visit on the 24th of December 
at Nathdwara, Narendra Pal says:— 

“On 24th December, 1957, when Shri Sukhadia was taking his 
meals at the house of Shri Fateh Lai Bapu at Nathdwara, he told 
me that I had to accede to the request of Shri Sukhadia who was 
like a younger brother, and I should assist Maharaj Shri in getting 
the Akhand Kotha opened, and in taking possession of the articles 
contained therein. He took me aside and told me this thing. At 
that time Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal, Chaturbhuj Bhatia and Fateh 
Lai Bapu were also present, and they had come to partake in the 
dinner. There were other persons, but I do not distinctly remember. 
Some of these were Government officials and others had come to 
greet Shri Sukhadia. He was on his way to Udaipur, and it 
appeared to me that he had stopped at Nathdwara for that specific 
purpose. I do not know of any other purpose of the visit of Shri 
Sukhadia to Nathdwara. The time at which my talk took place 
was between 3 and 3-30 P.M.” 
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He again says:— 

“I stayed at the residence of Fatehlal Bapu on 24th December, 
1957, for about half to three quarters of an hour. I also dined there. 
No talk took place in my presence between Shri Fatehlal Bapu and 
Shri Sukhadia on any matter of importance which could attract my 
attention. I do not know if any elections to the Provincial Con. 
gress Committee were pending at the time. ” 

Thus he completely denies the purpose of Shri Sukhadia’s visit to 
Nathdwara on that day except to induce him to assist in the removal of 
the treasure, and to meet Maharaj Shri and Shri Ranawat for the purpose. 
There is another statement by the witness where he describes another 
meeting with Ranawat and Shri Sukhadia and again with the latter and 
himself that day. Says he: 

“I saw Shri Ranawat standing in the Bagicha. He was all 
alone. Thereafter Shri Sukhadia came from upstairs and talked to 
Shri Ranawat. They talked for about 3 or 4 minutes, and' then 
Shri Sukhadia came to the Chauk of Moti Mahal where cars are 
parked. I was standing at the gate when Shri Sukhadia was passing 
the place. I asked Shri Sukhadia how he happened to come there. 
He told me ‘Jante huye bhi kyon poochhte ho’.” 

These allegations have been denied by Shri Sukhadia as pure fabrications 
and judged in the background of the facts discussed earlier, I have no 
doubt that they are so. There is not the slightest hint to any such talk 
even in the memorandum which Narendra Pal submitted to the Commis¬ 
sion, yet in the witness-box he has boldly proceeded to make these 
embellishments in his story. Is it possible to blieve that any one in his 
senses can be so foolhardy as to talk in the way alleged, even if he 
wanted to do so, to a man who was his political enemy and who would 
not only expose him, but would do his best to run him down on the 
slightest pretext ? The publications on the Notice Board show an unmista¬ 
kable tendency to this effect; yet, in my opinion, these publications 
furnish the best defence in favour of Shri Sukhadia. 

Let us see if in any sense of the term these publications implicate 
Shri Sukhadia as they would have inevitably done if Shri Sukhadia had 
any-part to play in the incident of the 25th December, 1957. The 
publication dated 25th December, 1957, (Ex. 196) runs thus: 

u Aakhir Sukhadia ne do ballon lei larayee men eh ke seeng pakare aur 
dk ko chhoara rakha Shri Joshi ab P.G.C. ka nirvirodh sadasya banega. 
Shri Fatehlal all maidan hhali rakhega. Yah hai Sukhadia ka kal ka 
aagamon.” 

Now this bulletin, if I may call it so, clearly speaks of the purpose 
of Shri Sukhadia’s visit on the 24th December and gives a direct lie to 
the statement of Narendra Pal. In between the 25th December, 1957, 
and 1st January, 1958, there appears to have been no relevant publica¬ 
tion on the Board. On the 1st January, the publication (Ex. 199) 
for the first time refers to the incident of 25th December. 
If have already dealt with this bulletin when discussing the 
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responsibility of the Government. It clearly indicates that the Govern¬ 
ment or the Committee had no information of the incident and refers to 
the rumour that Government will have an investigation made in this 
matter. It Uses even abusive language against Shri Sulshadia, but 
there is nothing to show that Shri Sukhadia had any knowledge of the 
affair. In his evidence Narendra Pal stated further that he also noticed 
Shri Sukhadia passing in a mbtor car through the Chaupati of Nathdwara 
on 25th December, 1957, at about 10 O’clock in the night; he thought 
that he was going to some place and passing through Nathdwara; but 
later when Narendra Pal was on his way home, he found Shri Sukhadia’s 
oar stopping near the bungalow of Shri Ranawat and Shri Ranawat and 
Shti Sukhadia talking with each oiher. The witness considered this 
Alee ting between the two very important. Shri Sukhadia has denied this, 
and as I shall presently show the Commission examined Shri . Snkhadia’s 
programme on all the relevant dates. I can not believe that this suspi¬ 
cious circumstances, If true, would not have been mentioned on the notice 
Bdard. To my mind, it appears to be another lie in the statement of the 
witness. We may at this stage exhaust the other bulletins on the Notice 
Board. The next publication is dated 11th January, 1958, which refers 
to Ranawat secretly preparing a ; list of valuables removed from the trea¬ 
sure'room, because the members of the Committee in Bombay had called 
for an explanation and had asked him to meet them at Bombay. ’It also 
refers to some reliable news that the Collector would perhaps also visit 
Nathdwara in connection with the incident and than the whole mystery 
Was likely to be revealed. Here again, there is nothing to show that the 
authorities or Shri Sukhadia had any earlier knowledge of the incident. I 
will advert to this bulletin again when discussing another part of the 

evidence givin by Narendra Pal. Then on the 14th January, 1958, there 

is a publication (Ex. 198), which speaks of Ranawat having prepared a 
il Farzi'’ list and having left for Bombay with Chunnilal Chhaparwal, a local 
member of the Committee, to meet the members of the Committee there. 
It refers to Chunnilal Chhaparwal, Imitation Maharaj, as seeking to impose 
tipori the members of the Committee there, as he deceived the Government 
on an earlier ’ occasion when he realised his commission after sale of the 
trappings. Wliat is more important in this publication is the. admission 
that poor Sukhadia had no knowledge of the “ Kand ” or the serious 
incident until the matter was discussed in the Assembly. This latter part 
appears to be wrong because till than the matter was not discussed in the 
Assembly and so Shri Sukhadia oould have had no knowledge even from 
that source. 1 It expresses surprise that Ranawat had been won over in 

this incident; and then adds that the Chief Minister of Rajasthan was 

bound to get a bad name on account of the conduct of his favourite the 
Imitation Maharaj,- namely, Chunnilal Chhaparwal, and would have 
to get the matter investigated. These publications, which have not 
otherwise spared Shri Sukhadia, would never have spared him if 
Shri Sukhadia had any partin the matter, and would have ' been as 
eager to expose him and his responsibility, if any, in the incident, 
as they have sohght to expose Ranawat and Chunnilal: Chhaparwal, 
They further show that Sukhadiaji had no khowledge of the- incident till 
the 14th January, 1958. There is another publication on the 15th January, 
1958.‘ (Ex. ! "00). In that publication it is said that enquiries ‘were made 
of Chaturbhuj Bhatia and Chunnilal Chhaparwal, two: local members' of 
the Yaishnava committee, about this incident of the treasure room . and 
as to Why if’was Opened, but they Were unable to 'give any* explanation 
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When they were asked whether they had given any information to the 
Collector or the Chief Minister, the only answered that Ranavat Was 
responsible for all the incident and that they had yet to see what tie did 
at Bombay, This bulletin further speaks of someone having informed 
the Bharat Sarkar and the Vaishnuva Committee of the incident by 
letter and wire for protecting the valuables of Shri Nathji, and ends up 
with the comment that the valuables of the place had thus been looted 
from time to time. There is not a breath of complaint or suggestion 
throughout these bulletins that Shri Sukhadia had any khowlcdge of 
the incident, much less any responsibility therein, except what is vica¬ 
riously suggested through lianawat or Chunnilal Chhaparwal, his stooge 
or favourite. 


The learned counsel, Shri Hajela and Shri Gnrg, being 
conscious of the . many infirmities in the evidence of Narondra 
Pal have very wisely eompleteh ignored him and his presumptuous lies. 
They have, however, argued that the fact remains that Shri Sukhadia 
did call on Maharaj Shri in the afternoon of the 24th December, when 
invited therethrough Khaw.is Champa Lai, and ho did so in the company 
of the two local mombers of the Committee. They submit that When 
Shri Sukhadia had been specially invited by Maharaj Shri to interview 
him, the latter had some specific purpose in view; it could not’ be that 
he had gone there just to speak to him about the section 92 Civil Proce¬ 
dure Code proceeding, which it was in t'i.o interest of Maharaj Shri to 
delay; they accordingly ask the Commission to infer that the specific 
purpose was to consult him about the opening of the Galumaghar Kotha. 
This argument almost begs the questions: to adopt it is to condemn Shri 
Sukhadia merely because of tins visit to the Tilkayat. Howsoever inop¬ 
portune the visit: may have been, it is equally consistent—and in my opi¬ 
nion more so—with the hypothesis that his so-called friends took advan¬ 
tage -of his visit to Nat tulwar a on tljat (late owing to his political enga¬ 
gement, to stage this opu.rtcay call on Maharaj Shri, and then exploited 
the sit uation without his knowledge of t heir ulterior purpose. It is also 
not improbable that Maharaj Shri with a view to impress upon Shri 
Sukhadia, the Chief Minister, his bona Tides, <pokee to him ostensibly 
about the early disposal of the section 1)2 Civil Pro edure Code proce 
eding, while in fact he may have been planning to hamper and delay 
the same, I have held that the local members of the Committee were not 
altogether immune from blame. Shri Sukhadia reached the house of Shri 
Fateh lal Bapu at about 1 or 1-30 P.M. that day. He than had his 
lunch with the members of his party present, and then discussions 
started about the withdrawal of Fateh lal Bapu's candidature. I do not 
for a moment believe that Narondra "Pal, who had nothing to do With 
.the party meeting, and was rather antagonist to the party, had been asked 
to the lunch. Then followed certain interviews with the people who 'called 
on Shri Sukhadia there, followed by Champa Lal Khawas and Narondra 
Pal All t his must have occupied a good deal of time. Shri Sukhadia 
say T s that he was anxious to leave and unwilling to meet Maharaj Shri, 
but as even the local members of the Managing Committee admit, he was 
persuaded by his friends to pay 4 courtesy call, and they accompanied him 
there. The interview, could not have lasjed long, because he rmlst have 
left, long.be/ore 7 P.M., since there was already a bote in the' local Police 
Station diary by that time that the security arrangements had been 
withdrawn. I find nothing in the suggestion iliaf he used 4ny secret 
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passage In fact that was the normal passage which visitors not strictly 
Hindus or Vaishnavas used, since it had no connection with the Temple. 
Above all is the fact that the political enemies or Shri Sukhadia, who 
left no opportunity to criticise him in their bulletins, would have found 
an ample excuse to drag him down from the high pedestal which he 
occupied, if Shri Sukhadia’s visit to Maharaj Shri had anything suspicious 
about it. His conduct never escaped their lynx-eye. Weatever therefore 
may be said about those who took him to Maharaj Shri or even about 
those who induced him to go there, it appears to me more j reliable that 
Shri Sukhadia himself was innocent of their intentions and thought 
nothing wrong in. paying a courtesy call on Maharaj Shri; any other 
assumption would involve the fallacy of post hoc , ergopropter hoc. 

Since the criticism against Sukhadiaji has proceeded upon a set 
pattern of circumstantial events beginning from his early association 
with Nathdwara right up to the stage of the Legislative Assembly 
Debates and the constitution of the Commission, woula mention here the 
points on which I wanted Shri Sukhadia to dispose when he entered the 
witness box. They are as follows; 

( i ) his early association with Nathdwara and his interest in the 
present Tilkayat, if any; 

(ii ) if he was assaciated at any stage with any agitation in 
connection with the temple properties or those of Maharaj 
Shri; if so, to indicate the period and the nature of the 
agitation and his own part in the same; 

(iii) his association with the management of the Temple proper¬ 
ties both inside and outside the Cabinet; 

(iv) the purpose of his visit to Nathdwara on the 24th of 
December, and the nature of his talk with the Tilkayat on 
that occasion; 

( v ) his earliest visit to Nathdwara after the occasion; and 

( vi ) the steps which he took in connection with the removal of 
the treasures. 

I have scrutinised the evidence on the first four points in great 
detail, and I have found nothing to convince me that Sukhadiaji had any 
particular interest in Maharaj Shri, so as to encourage him in his evil 
designs. His Cabinet policy as also his own go to show that he took a 
correct attitude in matters appertaining to the Nathdwara Temple. He 
could not of course get over his natural handicap, if it can be so called, 
that he was born in Nathdwara, that his father served under the father of 
the present Tilkayat, and that his mother is a devotee of Shri Nathji and 
mostly resides there. 


Shri Sukhadiaji says that he personally came to have knowledge of 
the removal of the treasures on the 23rd of January, 1958, when he 
returned to Jaipur after attending the Congress Session at Gauhati. He 
had left for Gauhati on the 15th of that month. His statement on the 
point has been challenged. It is stated that the P.T.I. published the 
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news on the 15th of January, as it appears from a copy of the Lokwani 
and Rashtradoot of the 16th instant, and the Chief Minister having a 
teleprinter at his residence must have got the news that days; yet he 
took no action in the matter. The P.T.I. news must have been based on 
press reports of the matter published in Bombay for the first time on the 
14th of January, as I have already discussed. It is not definite when 
the P.T.I. actually circulated the news. It must have been done late on 
the 15th because it was not published in local papers until ihe 16th of 
January; but even assuming that the news on the teleprinter came before 
Shri Sukhadia left for Gauhati, the argument assumes that Shri Sukhadia 
had no other important pre-occupation that day either official or non- 
offieal. As far as I imagine, he must have been deeply busy with the 
impending Congress Session, his own party arrangements, and his depar¬ 
ture for Gauhati. It is not unoften, and I hope I am not exaggerating 
when I say, that party considerations and involvements are far more 
taxing and occupy much more of the time and leisure of our Cabinet 
Ministers than even some of the most pressing affairs of State. In the 
present instance, I find from the programme of Shri Sukhadia during the 
relevant period which I have pursued with some care, even to the length 
of examining the log books ol tin cars used by him, his warrant of Rail¬ 
way reservation and his stay in the Bikaner House inDelhia'ong with 
the tour programmes, that he had been busy about the Congress Session 
ever since the 24th of December. Appendix V ( dt The District Cong 
ress Election, I understand, was fixtd on the 29th December, and he bad 
to solve the tangle of competition between Pat, h Lai Bapu and Nandlal 
Joshi. On the 25th December he received a telephonic message from Shri 
Jagjiwan Ram to meet him in Delhi. He arranged to leave that day by 
the night train from Ajmer and travelled from Udaipur by car via Chittor, 
the easier and perhaps the more convenient route, to catch the train 
there. He stayed at the Bikaner House in New Delhi, and met Shri 
Jagjiwan Ram there. It appears that the elections for the Provincial 
Congress' Committee took place at Jaipur on the 4th of January, when 
Shri Jagjiwan Ram was also present. He says he was occupied with all 
this till the 7th of January, whereafter came the exodus for the Congress 
Session at Gauhati. 

With reference to his alleged visit to Nathdwara on the 2nd or 
3rd of January, 1958, Shri Sukhadia said: 

“I did not visit Nathdwara on the 2nd or 3rd of January, 
1958. I was then in Jaipur. I cannot state all my preoccupations 
at the time, but I remember that the election of the President 
of the Provincial Congress Committee was to take place on the 
4th of January, 1958, and I was present in Jaipur from the 1st 
till the 7th of that month. In connection with that election 
Shri Jagjiwan Ram, one of the Central Ministers, and Shriman 
Narayan also visited Jaipur. On account of the impending elec¬ 
tion, there was a good deal of discussion going on and since a few 
days before the election I was mostly occupied with’ that.” 


When the attention of the witness was drawn to the relevant por¬ 
tion of his speeeh on the floor of the Assembly, he explained: 
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“That portion of my speech is in the context of the suggest 
tion made by one of the members of the Assembly, Shri Satish 
Chandra Agrawal, wherein he suggested that I had again visited 
Nathdwara on the 2nd of January and returned there from on the 
3rd of January. I replied that what to speak of the 3rd, I did 
not go to Nathdwara after the 24th of December, 1937, even for 
a minute. I remember to have visited Nathdwara after the 24th 
of December, 1957, again on the day of Aksbya Tritiya, i.e., 
somewhere near the end of April, 1958, in connection with a 
marriage celebration.” 

His visit to Salore on the 8th of January has also been sought to 
be connected with the incident of the 25th of December and the 
preparation of the inventory of the articles which was made on the 10th 
of January. This ingenious theory was based largely and in fact enti¬ 
rely upon the statement of witness Narendra Pal, who suggested that 
when Shri Sukhadia visited Salore on the 10th of January, several per¬ 
sons from Nathdwara also, including Ranawat visited him there and 
sought his advice about the making of the list as desired by the members 
of the Managing Committee at Bombay. This visit to Salore was actually 
not on the 10th as wrongly suggested by the witness, but on the 8th of 
January. Salore is at a distance of 8 or 9 miles from Nathdwara The 
reason for Shri Sukhadia’s visit to Salore on that day was in connection 
with the experiment of some new type of sugarcane crusher which the 
State Government intended to introduce in that locality. Shri Sukhadia 
says:— 

“The reason of my visit to Salore was that in the year in 
question there had been a very rich crop of sugarcane in Rajasthan 
and particularly in the Udaipur Division. As it was not possible 
for one of the sugar factories to crush all that sugarcane, I wanted to' 
introduce on a large scale sugar crushers which could crush those 
sugarcanes, specially sugar crushers of the type which had been used 
in Uttar Pradesh and which had been working very well. I consider¬ 
ed this question to be of great importance because the sugarcane 
crops had remained standing for a long time and I was anxious to 
see how that crusher was working at Salore. I was, therefore, accom 
panied on the occasion of my visit by the Divisional Commissioner 
and the Collector of Udaipur as also other officials.” 


He does not remember if any person from Nathdwara went to see 
him on that occasion, 'but he admits that Kishan Lai ji Sharma, who 
is a Member of the Legislative Assembly from that constituency and a 
resident of Nathdwara, as also the President of the Mandal Congress 
Committee were there. He, however, says that he had no opportunity 
of talking to these gentlemen at Salore, non did they convey 
any message to him there about the treasure find. The 
Deputy Inspector General of Police was also according to him 
“probably” in his company at Salore. The statement of Narendra 
Pal, being unreliable, oannot be acted upon, but it has been suggested 
in argument that at any rate Shri Kishanlalji and the President of the 
Mandal Congress Committee must have gone there with the purpose of 
acquainting him with the proposal for preparation of inventory. This 
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argument presupposes that Shri Kishanlalji Sharma and the President 
of the Mandal Congress Committee of that area were all in the game; and 
conversant with all the inner working of the pepole concerned in the removal 
of the treasure. This is quite inconsistent with the position that there 
was a veil of secrecy so strictly maintained over the whole affair even at 
Nathdwara. The presence of these gentlemen at Salore would be obvi¬ 
ously natural in any case when the Chief Minister was visiting their consti¬ 
tuency in connection with an important experiment in sugar crushing. 

I have, therefore, no hesitation in accepting the evidence of Shri 
Sukhadia that he actually came to know of the incident on the 23rd of 
January. While discussing the responsibility of the Government, I 
found that the Revenue Minister had already knowledge of the matter 
from paper cuttings of Press reports on the 16th of January, when the 
Revenue Secretary telephoned to the Commissioner as also sent him a 
letter to furnish details of the incident. Government had, therefore, 
already started moving about it, and we know at the same time that the 
Managing Committee had long since taken a number of steps in the 
matter and was promptly and steadfastly pursuing its own line of inves¬ 
tigation. I have also held that in the circumstances it may not have 
been proper or even prudent on the part of the Government to run a 
counter ora parallel investigation. Not much was, therefore, left for 
Shri Sukhadia by the time that he came to know of the incident. Yet let 
us see what he did when he got the information. He says: 

“For the first time I came to know of the treasure find at 
Nathdwara on the 23rd of January, 1958, when I returned from the 
Gauhati Congress Session, and I saw the paper cuttings in my office 
at Jaipur. I had left for Gauhati late in the night of the 15th of 
January, 1958, by mail via Delhi. I then enquired of the Revenue 
Minister as to whether any action had been taken in the matter. 
He informed me that the Commissioner of the Division had been 
already directed to submit a detailed report of the incident for 
our information. There was a programme of my visit to Udaipur 
on the 28th of January, 1958, in connection with the opening of an 
Agricultural College, inaguration of Sahitya Academy etc. I went 
there on the 28th morning and met Dr. Katju who had been 
invited to all those functions. I then happened to meet the 
Commissioner of Udaipur. I had a talk with him about the incident. 
He told me that he had received a report by the then Executive 
Officer Shri Ranawat which required clarification on various points, 
and that he had called for further details in the matter. He also 
told me that there was a meeting of the Committee likely to be 
held at Nathdwara within 3 or 4 days of that date. I told the 
Commissioner to take up the question of the undesirable action 
of Shri Ranawat in the affair very strongly with the members 
of the Committee. On my return to Jaipur I told the Revenue 
Minister about the talk which I had with the Commissioner and 
the instructions which I had given. Thereafter my programme was 
crowded and I had to go out of Jaipur, and returned on the 7th 
or 8th February, 1958. I then again enquired of the Revenue 
Minister about for the developments in the metter I learnt about the 
decision taken by the Committee and the settlement which had 
been arrived at.” 
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It has been contended that it was a strange coincidence that the 
letter of the Commissioner. Udaipur Division, to Shri Ranawat (Ex. 70) 
was also sent on the 23rd January, 1958, when the Chief Minister 
returned to Jaipur ai.d the Revenue Minister also proceeded 
to record his minutes (Ex. 212 ) on the same day; it is suggested 
that the Government was not seriously moving in the matter at 
all, until the Chief Minister’s return; and the Revenue Minister, though 
in-charge of the Devasthan portfolio, did not exercise his authority, but 
waited to see what his chief had to say in the matter before taking any 
action. All these arguments, though plausible, lose thefr value if the 
sequence of dates about the various correspondence which passed between 
the authorities concerned are taken in view. It can be easily recalled that 
the Revenue Secretary had asked for datails of the event from the Com¬ 
missioner, Udaipur, on the 16th of January. The Commissioner himself 
being ignorant of the matter had in turn called for a report of the inci¬ 
dent from Ranawat on the ISth of January. He got the reply from 
Ranawat on 21st of January. Not being satisfied with various mat- 
trs in Ranawat’s letter, the Commissioner again asked for further clarifi¬ 
cation on the 21st of January to which he got the reply on the 23rd of 
January. Similarly when a copy of Ranawat’s letter dated 21st January, 
1958, which contained a cryptic reference to his “cursory mention” of the 
incident to the Revenue Minister was brought to the notice of the Revenue 
Minister, he naturally proceeded to record his minutes. I have already 
discussed these materials earlier, and it would be no use repeating the 
same. The coincidence of dates is, therefore, adequately explained by 
the above sequence of events and had little to do with the presence or the 
absence of the Chief Minister at headquarters. 

It has been further contended that on the evidence, it appears that 
Ranawat had seen the Commissioner oa 24th of January and, therefore, 
the Commissioner was fully aware of the facts when he met the Chief 
Minister on the 28th of January. It is thus pointed out that there is 
some inaccuracy in the statement of the Chief Minister when he says abo¬ 
ut the Commissioner having informed him that the Executive Officer’s 
report which the Commissioner had received required clarification. It is 
true that Ranawat actually met the Commissioner on the 24th, but a 
datailed reply (Ex.71) to the points raised by the Commissioner was only 
sent on the 29th of January 1958; and, therefore, strictly speaking, the 
Commissioner would not be wrong in conveying to the Chief Min ster that 
the matter required clarification. It is also doubtful whether Ranawat, 
chary as he was to give out anything in regard to the incident, would 
truly speak out every thing to the Commissioner in a personal interview. 
It has been further argued that in spite of the fact that the Chief Minister 
know that the Executive Officer had told lies in respect of his talk with 
the Revenue Minister yet the Chief Minister tried to defend the Execut¬ 
ive Officer in the Legislative Assembly debates. It is said that Shri 
Ranawat was a nominee of Shri Sukhadia and despite all his wrongs the 
Chief Minister was out to protect him by any means. In my opinion, the 
contention is based upon some misconception of the nature 
and oontext of the Assembly debates. It is to be 
remembered that on the 14th of February, the Revenue Minister had 
already exposed the responsibility of Ranawat in the matter. What the 
Chief Minister appears to have been doing was not so much to defend 
the executive Officer as to defend the Government position in the 
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incident in question. Therefore, when he spoke of the Executive Officer in¬ 
charge of the administration of the Nathdwara Temple as a man of ad¬ 
ministrative experience, he did nothing more than make a factual state¬ 
ment of the Executive Officer’s antecedents, which provided a justifica¬ 
tion for the Government as also the Committee to depend upon him and 
his integrity. When inspite of the above defence he felt that public 
opinion, as registered in the debates of the Assembly and in the Press 
outside was still unsatisfied, he and the other members ol his Cabinet 
thought it wise to announce the appointment of the Inquiry Commission. 

It has been also urged that admittedly Chunnilal Chhaparwal sent 
Shri Sukhadia a copy of the decision of the Managing Committee, after 
the settlement had been arrived at, therefore there was every possibility 
that Chunnilal must have also informed Shri Sukhadia of the 
incident before hand Chunni Lai, however, does not say 
that he ever informed Shri Sukhadia earlier. After the matter 
had been exposed and the settlement reached by the parties, he 
may have hastened to inform Shri Sukhadia in order to remain in his 
good books, but whether he would have done so prior to the settlement is 
entirely a different matter. At least the conduct of Chunnilal shows 
that he did not move to inform anyone and, as he says, rested content 
with the rumour. Chunnilal may be a friend or intimate acquaintance 
of Shri Sukhadia, but I cannot safely assume for a man like him that he 
would take Shri Sukhadia into confidence in all matters in which he is 
interested. 

Publicaion of Shri Thackersey'a statement 

A similar suspicion lurks behind the criticism that the Government 
or rather the Chief Minister went out of their way to publish the state¬ 
ment of Shri Thackersey (Ex. 65) through its Publicity Department. 
The brief facts which may be recollected in this context are that after the 
meeting of the Managing Committee at Nathdwara on the 1st and 2nd of 
February, 1958. when the Committee had arrived at a settlement with 
Maharaj Shri, Shri Thackersey, the Vice President, returned to Bombay 
and gave a statement to the local Press on 6th February, 1958, which 
was published in the Bombay Samachar. The statement appears, to have 
been published as an ‘‘Unofficial-note” through the Directorate of Public 
Belations, Government of Rajasthan. The original document on which 
the publication was made has not been produced and no satisfactory c x- 
planation has been given by Shri R .S. Bhatt (W. 41) for its non-production. 
Shri Bhatt, however’ admits that the original was not received from Shri 
Thackersey, but it must have come from some official source, though he 
could not say from whiah source it came. When it was put to him whe¬ 
ther there was any note on the original made by Shri T. N. Chaturvedi, 
Principal Private Sscretary to the Chief Minister, that widest 
publicity should be given to the statement of Shri Thackersey, he 
said he did not remember. The statement as issued by the 
Publicity Department, has been severely commented upon by some 
of the learned counsel as containing factual errors in material 
parts: e. g., (i) that the roof of the present Gahanaghar room 

was damaged and, therefore, Maharaj Shri and the Executive offi cer 
“opened this room” for storing articles {it) that “the locks were covered 
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wilh cloth and was sealed with wax bearing the smI of Bhayiral/ii IJuhnji: 
(Hi) that the contents removed has been fully disclosed. etc. It is argued 
that the report is tendentious and com a Is many facts and details about 
breaking upon of the looks, about removal oi the books of accounts, 
about the inablity of the Committee to :tet at. till the iacts and about the 
refusal of .Maharaj .Shri todclare on oath that he had disclosed all the 
contents of the Kotlia, besides it appears to lay too much stress on the 
presence of the seal ol Bhagu athi Bdmjioti the locks, wluchwas quite 
mi leading. In the light of the facts as mov found, most of the above 
criticisms about the statement may be justified, but the statement has 
to be judged in the light of the materials available at the time ajid in the 
context of the purpose which it was intending to serve The whole 
object of'publishing the statement by the Vice-President was to assuage 
public feeling which was deeply agitated over the removal oi the treasure. 
The statement, therefore, avoided umn.-cc**uiy details which would contri¬ 
bute to the achivoraent of that objective. This is apparent from the con¬ 
cluding paragraph of the statement which says, “It is hoped that, with the 
iseue of this statement, the whole controversy relating to the Treasure 
found at Nat ltd waru will coiue to an end." It is not that the Publicity 
Department issued any garbled version of tin statement of Shri 
Thaekersey, since tlio latter says: 


“This Press statement of the Publicity Department of the Govern¬ 
ment of Rajasthan gives a substantially correct version oi my 
above press statement. If is marked Kx. f>”>. 

It would not be right to suggest that the publication was with a 
view ti> stifle investigation. The Committee which had the pr imary res¬ 
ponsibility in the matter had done the investigation as best as it could. 
Its Vice-President lutd issued the statement. Tire Government had no 
reason to assume that the statement was mendacious and that the Com¬ 
mittee was not acting with the best o( intentions. Kverr assuming, there¬ 
fore, that the publicity was ordered at the instance oi the Clucl 
Minister. 1 see nothing sinister or suspicions about it. Rightly or 
wrongly the Government had hern made a target of attack in connec¬ 
tion with the incident. Ill—informed public opinion might well have 
considered that the Government could inniii diately intervene and recover 
every thing by force just as the erstwhih Mcwar Government could do- 
What', bettor defence could the Government have than the statement of 
the Vice-President of the Managing Committee, directly in control ol 
the Temple management. The fact that the Chiet Minister took the 
initiative in the publication only shows tbal he was more alert than his 
other valuable colleague. After all he is the head of the cabinet 
and the credit or the discredit of the Government is largely his. 

“ Blitz" and the udcertvtemtnl s. 

Another point of serious crilieism against the Government is in 

respeet ol feeding the paper “Rl't/ nj Rnmhay with advertisements in 
ordor to silence that paper and its adverse criticism on the Nathdwara 
treasure find and its surreptitious removal. On the 1st of February, 1958, 
the paper published a report of the incident of the 25th of December, 
1957, in banner head lines under caption “Mystery of the Vanishing 
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Temple Ireasure Chief Minister Sukhadia’s Secret Mission to Nafhdwara”. 
In that report it pave its own details of the incident making aspersions 
against the Government headed by Si ri Rukhadia. Thereafter there was no 
farther report in that paper with reference to tlie incident; on the other 
hand it appears that there were various publications of advertisements 
in that paper only a month thereafter in March, 19/58, on behalf of the 
Rajasthan Government. For instance, on 8th March, 1958. there were 
advertisements under captions “Rajasthan Home of Handicrafts”, 
“Community Development of Rajasthan”, and also an appreciation 
“Rajasthan the land of Peacocks". Similarly on 15th March, 1958, 
there were other advertis-mentH under captions ‘-Visit Rajasthan”, 
“Rajasthan Farmers” and “Expansion of Co-operative Sector in Rajas¬ 
than , and an appreciation “Dacoit Shikaries of Rajasthan ■ I need not 
multiply these instances. The above facts naturally exciten even the 
comment of a rival Press in Bombay, which is patent from an issue of the 
‘‘Current dated 19 3-1958, under caption “Where there the Jewels which 
built the Mundhra Empire. Jh Blitz’silenced by four full-page adver¬ 
tisements’. It is suggested that the above advertisements, which were 
very costly, were given by way of black-mail to -'Blitz” in order to 
prevent it from making inconvenient disclosures for the Government in 
connection with the disappearance of the treasure from the Nathdwara 
temple, for which the Government realised its responsibility, and in 
particular Shri Rukhadia. That such advertisements were given is not 
denied, either hv Shri Rukhadia or the Revenue Minister. The Director 
of Public Relatione, Shri Bhatt, in fact admits it. but he says all this 
was done in due course of business when a patty of representatives of the 
paper “Blitz” visited Rajasthan on the recommendation of the Central 
Press Information Bureau. Be that as it may. I do not feel very happy 
about the manner in which this matter of advertisements had been 
handled by' the Government. Perhaps the Government could have shdwn 
greater firmness in the matter and refused to offer advertisements to a 
paper which had unjustifiably indulged in casting aspersions on its 
Chief Minister. It is, however, not unknown that some news papers do 
indulge in blackmails and even innocent persons yield to their threats. 
Assuming that Government showed some weakness on the point, the 
question is vhat follows ? Can 1 infer or impute any guilty conscience 
to Shri Rukhadia or the Government merely on that account ' I find 
no reason to do so in the light of the farts revealed to me in the course 
of this investigation. It may as well l.e that Shri Rukhadia and the 
Government did not consider it wise to defy the paper and 
allowed the advertisements to he offered to it which might as 
well have been offered in due eoiitee to any other paper. It is in evidence 
that the representatives of the‘'Blitz” had been collecting materials for 
advertisements from other States also at about the same period ; viz., 
Kashmir, Punjab. Kerala, Bombay etc. 

Shri Jai Naruin Vyas (W. 2ti) has referred to certain matters on 
which lie has his deffcreiu-ns with the Government. Shri Sukhadia has 
given his own explanation on (hose subjects Whether those differences 
are justified or not is more than ! call Say at pn sent; but the complaint 
that, the Nathdwara in-idem was not. firmly handled by the Government 
does not appear to he well-grounded. Thee \vn« not much occasion to 
interfere when the Manag’ng Committee has taken the matter in hand, 
and hud never asked the Government as such to intervene. The criticism 
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against the Government is largely grounded on suspicions and the 
fact that Shri Sukhadia in his earlier career or his father happened to be 
a dependent of the father of the present Tilkayat. I have shown that as 
soon as the Cabinet of Shri Sukhadia took office, it followed t the policy of 
its predencessor in straightening out the administration at Nathdwara, 
and even in December, 1954, it instructed the Commissioner of Udaipur to 
keep a watchful eve on the place so that no mishap might happen (Ex. 
222 ). 


Responsibility of Shri Damodar Vyas, Revenue Minister. 

While discussing the responsibility of the Government and its Chief 
Minister, incidentally I have discussed the entire evidence which meet the 
criticisms against the Revenue Minister as well. When the Revenue 
Minister came to be examined, I indicated to him the following points on 
which I wanted to hear him :— 

( i ) his association, if any, with the formation or implementation 
of any managing committee of the Nathdwara Temple, and 
the part which he played therein; 

( ii ) his earliest knowledge about the find of treasure at Nathdwara 
and its removal how he learnt about it, and what action he 
took in the matter; and 

(iii ) the talk, if any, he had with the Executive Officer on the 
29th of December, 1967, on that subject. 

I have dealt with the evidence on all these points, and I have held 
that neither the Government nor the two members of the Cabinet had any 
responsibility for the Nathdwara episode which happened on the 26th of 
December, 1957. 

Fifth point of the reference. 

(v) Any other fact or circumstance which to the Commission may 
appear to be relevant thereto. 

Conclusions. 

I would now like to sum up my findings:— 

(i ) That the Gahanaghar room was broken open for the purpose 
of removing the treasures and valuables stored therein; 

(ii ) That the room in question in which the treasures were locked 
and sealed is a part of the Gahanaghar Bara Kotha, and is 
in the nature of a strong room in that Kotha, in which very 
precious treasures were kept; 

( iii ) That the Gahanaghar Kothas are meant for the storage of 
valuables aud ornaments belonging to the Deity, Shri Nathji; 

(iv) That the Temple of Shri Nathji at Nathdwara is a public 
temple and the Deity is the Owner of those properties, while 
the Tilkayat of the day is merely a custodian or manager 
thereof; 
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(v) That the treasures were removed by the present Tilkayat, 
who broke open the locks of the room without the knowledge 
or consent of the Managing Committee, which was in charge 
of the management of the Temple and its properties; 

( vi) That he has neither fully disclosed nor accounted for the 
valuables actually found and removed by him; and the 
inventory prepared at his instance which wa9 placed before 
the Managing Committee did not contain a mention of all the 
valuables found, 

(vii) That some of the properties seized by the police from the 
possession of the Tilkayat at Amber have been proved to 
form part of the articles contained in the Gahanaghar room, 

(viii) That the Tilkayat is, therefore, liable to account for all the 
valuables removed, which he has not done, 

(ix ) That his claim that the valuables belonged to him is untrue* 
and he has not even shown that any part of the valuable 8 
found therein was his property, 

( x ) That the direct responsibility for the happening falls mainly 
on the Tilkayat, Ranawat, the then Executive Officer, and 
Kanhaiyalal, the Gahanaghar Daroga, 

( xi) That barring the two local members of the Committee, the 
other members of the Committee are free from blame or 
responsibility in the matter, 

( xii) That in the circumstances the other members of the Com¬ 
mittee acted in good faith and considered it prudent to come 
to a settlement with a view to get back at least as much of the 
valuables found as they could, 

(xiii) That the two local members do not appear to be immune 
from responsibility, 

(xiv) That Shri S. D. Ujwal, the Commissioner of Udaipur Division 
Shri Mohou Lai Sukhadia, the Chief Minister, and Shri 
Damodar Vyas, the Revenue Minister, cannot be held res¬ 
ponsible for the incident, nor can the Government be held 
responsible for it, and 

(xv) That the Managing Committee in charge of the administration 
never asked for Government assistance or interference in the 
matter of investigation at any stage. 


It is fortunate that the administration of the Temple and its 
properties has now passed in to the hands of the Temple Board. Whether 
the constitution of the Temple Board is valid or invalid is a matter on 
which I would at present express on opinion. I have no doubt that the 
present Tilkayat has completely forfeited his right to he the 
highpriest to of the institution. He has been consistently acting to 
the detriment of the interest of the Deity and even during the 
course of the proceedings he maintained throughout an attitude 
antagonistic to the institution. It would be for the Vaishnava community 
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the. Tcmplo Board, or the Government to consider what appropriate 
action, civil, criminal.■ or otherwise should be taken against him for 
recovery of those valuables belonging to the Deity which he, has 
removed. It is also for them to consider what action, civil or criminal, 
they should take against the then Executive Officer Shri Ke-hri Singh 
Ranawat, and the presentGahanaahar Officer I’t. Kanhaivalal and some 
others Who assited and abetted them. In my opinion. Shri Ranawat 
sh'oilld have been suspended by the Committee immediately after the 
happening and later dismissed. The question of his dismissal, however, 
does not arise since he has already submitted his resignation, and gone out, 
of. the.management- Kanluiiyalal has somehow still continued to feather 
his nest in the institution; hut in my opinion the sooner he is removed from 
the institution tho better for its welfare. 1 also think that people of the 
type ofMukhiya Panna Lai who disobeyed the order of the Committee 
aiai handed over the 28 hales of valuable cloth ( PPksadi Vast ra ) to the 
Tilkayat should not. also he allowed to be there, and the question of 
the appointment, of the Mukhiya consistent with the tenets and practice 
Of tire Temple should be left in the hands of the Executive Officer of the 
Tehiple -Board. I further think that a strict vigilance should be maintain¬ 
ed about the Bhents offered t<> the Temple, which should be all recorded 
in regular course before storing them in their proper places, and periodi¬ 
cally the records,should be cheeked and verified with the valuables and 
presents. This may even be done by qualified auditors. 

Witnesses who lied: ( i) Karendra Pal Singh C'havdhari. 

1 have also to consider whether I should direct prosecution of those, 
who regardless of their oath, have shown no resjieet for truth and honesty 
while deposing before the Commission. Prominent in them is witness 
Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari Wc have seen the mam lbs which he 
uttered in order to implicate Sukhadiaji directly in the affair; but he did 
not stop at that. He even appears to have fabricated a document to 
fasten responsibility on the Government. He claimed that even at 2 p.m. 
on the 2oth December. 19f>7 he had come to know about the breaking open 
of the locks and spoken to the members of the Committee about the 
incident, who told him that they had been making inquiries. He then 
says that on the 20th he went to Udaipur and on telephone made inquries 
from the Commissioner about the incident and later he had also a talk 
on the telephone with the District Magistrate whom he informed about, 
the incident. On the 27th he says he agahi went to Udaipur and tried to 
contact the District Magistrate on telephone, hut who'll he had no response, 
he left a written note in the office of the District Magistrate, in which he 
mentioned about, the incident at Nathdwara. He produced 
a copy of that note before the Commission ( Ex, 179). which 
he asserted he prepared that day. According to him, he handed over the 
note to a clerk in the office of tho C dlecto '. The Commissioner has denied 
any such talk with Narendra Pal and the receipt and despatch clerk who 
Was examined with the relevant register proved that no such note was ever 
handed over in the office of the District Magistrate or Collector. That 
the witness had been lying on all tie se points is more t bun apparent from a 
bar perusal of the answers given by him at pages 408-40$ of his deposi¬ 
tion. I have no desire to waste my time over this worthless and unscru¬ 
pulous witness by undertaking any further examination of his evidence. 
That the document (Ex. 179) also appears to be a forgery and fabricated 
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for the purpose of supporting his falsehoods is indicated by the inter¬ 
polations in the various dates in the body of the document. The original 
dates seem to have been 14-1-58 ( in Hindi) which were later changed to 
27-12-57, and at one place to 26-12-57. The case of Chaturbhuj Bhatia 
(«) Chaturbhuj Bhatia is another glaring instance, though much simpler 
than that of Narendra Pal. He spoke lies in order to conceal his knowle¬ 
dge of the incident of the 25th December. These witness' s deserve prose¬ 
cution; but the point is whether it would serve piiblic interest to prosecute 
them when I find that tic y are more Qr less of the same type, as a few 
others who figured as witnesses before the Commission, e. g., the Tilkayat 
K. S. Ranawat, Kanhaivalal, Chunnilal Chhaparwal, and some others. 
Witnesses like Narendra Pal and Chaturbhuj stand self-con demend.. Some¬ 
times even severe punishment may have no effect on those • who Are 
incorrigible; but public life at Nathdwara would not be worse 
of if people of that type are weeded out of if. For the present, there¬ 
fore, I do not think it would be useful to pursue the matter any further. 

Alleged “axis" against the Tilkayat. 

I cannot help noticing before I close the submission of Shri Jain 
that the constitution of the Commission was as a rasult o f an “axis” 
as he prefers to call it, between the Government, the intervenors and 
the Temple Board formed against the Tilkayat. In the evidence, I have 
seen no trace of any such axis, the axis, if any, was formed by the 
Tilkayat and his confederates against Shri Nathji. It may he that the 
constitution of the Commission n as inconvenient to the Tilkayat. I have 
no doubt it was so; but it is totally wrong to suggest that the existing 
Cabinet decided to constitute the Con mission, simply to obtain respite 
from its Political opponents. Perhaps it is not realised by Shri Jain that 
in constituting the Commission, the Cabinet was equally incurring grave 
risks, if any, of its members were involved in the episode; and that a 
high-powered Commission presided over by the Chief Justice of the State 
would proceed to record its findings regardless of persons and personali¬ 
ties. It would not be deterred from calling a spade a spade where that is 
necessary, nor would it fail in its duty to give a man his due where he 
deserves it. That the constitution of the Commission has served a useful 
purpose cannot be doubted. The matter has been investigated 
in the ken of the public. All the witnesses have been examined, 
not excluding Shri Sukhadia and the Revenue Minister, in the presence 
of all those who openly from day to day watched the proceedings. 
Nothing has been screened or concealed, and any relevant point that 
appeared to be necessary for investigation lias been relentlessly pursued. 
It has revealed many faots about the conduct of those who took part 
in the episode and enlightened public opinion about the treasure find at 
Nathdwara and the way in which the affairs of the Temple were handled 
by the Tilkayat and the then Executive Officer. 

For the last six months, we have almost incessantly laboured on the 
Commission. I have not had even the advantage of the vacation on that 
account. The arguments were closed on 4th September, 1959, and I 
started working on the report when I went back to Jodhpur from the 
7th onwards. It was not possible to complete this voluminous report 
within the comparatively short period, but for the valuable co-operation 
and loyal services of the staff which worked throughout with zeal and 
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energy. In particular I would refer to the services of Shri M. J. Mardia, 
the Secretary, and Shri Nathu Lai, the latter a steno-typist, whose care 
and devotion to duty has been almost exemplary. 

I have already recorded my appreciation of the services of Shri 
Hanuman Sharma and others who assisted the learned Advocate General 
in collecting the relevant materials. Last but not least I express my 
gratitude to the Government Secretariat for promptly complying with 
the requirements of the Commission. 

Dated the, llth SARJOO PRQSAD 

October, 1959. Commissioner , 

Nathdwara Inquiry Commission. 



PART III 

( Appendices) 



APPENDIX II (a). 

Note of Inspection of the Gahanaghar in the Nathdwara Temple 
on 15th April, 1959. 

I inspected the Kotha in the Gahanaghar (from where the 
valuables were said to be removed) on the 15th of April, 1959, at 
7-30 a.m. Shri G. C. Kasliwal, Advocate General, Shri B. C. Chatterjee, 
Assistant Government Advocate, Mr. Sharma Ramesh Chandra, and 
Shri B. B. Desai were present there. Daroga Kanhaiyalal of Gahana¬ 
ghar explained the whole situation. 

Moti Mahal, where Maharaj Shri resides and the temple of 
Shri Nathji are inter-connected through passages, and form a con¬ 
nected block of buildings. The Gahanaghar can be approached both 
through the temple as well as through Bara Zenana which is a part 
of the Moti Mahal. It is in a portion adjoining the temple of Shri 
Nathji. We were taken to the Gahanaghar Kotha through a narrow 
flight of stairs in between the Bagicha of Shri Navnit Lalji and the 
temple of Shri Navnit Lalji. The stairs led to a room which in fact 
appeared to have been originally a verandah and was covered almost 
three-fourth of it by a tin roof. The door leading to the said 
verandah was locked and was opened with keys brought from 
Krishna Bhandar. It is rightly said that no one could enter the 
Gahanaghar Kotha from outside except through this entrance. This 
verandah again led through a locked door to another room or veran¬ 
dah similarly covered with tin corrugated sheets and iron bars. In 
this verandah there were three doors leading to the Gahanaghar inside 
and a flight of stairs which gave access to people from the temple 
side as also to the private apartments of Maharaj Shri. The entrance 
to'this flight of stairs was also locked. The middle door led to the 
Gahanaghar (A). On the leaves of the Gahanaghar (A) door there 
were signs of paper chit and lac seals affixed there. The lac seals 
bore marks of Krishna Bhandar. It is said that at the relevant time, 
an almirah was placed just covering the door of the Kotha while 
there was another one adjacent to it. These two almirahs were 
shown to me in the Krishna Bhandar, where they were said to have 
been removed afterwards. 

The measurements of the door of the Kotha and the almirahs 
were taken, and they are as follows:— 

Door of the Kotha .. .. 5' 7 'X3' 4" 

Almirah No. 1 . 6' >;3' 3£" 

Almirah No. 2 . 5' 3"x3' 1£" 

In the Kotha there are four cupboards (or large shelves), three 
of them with door leaves and the third one counting from the left 



without doors. The shelves were affixed to the walls and the walls 
bore marks of the articles stored therein. The valuables removed 
were said to have been stored in these shelves while the bags of coin 
were lying beneath the first shelf. On the wall in front and on the 
right hand side as one enters the room, there are patches of masonry 
work in a crude form, distinctly visible. The portion when struck 
with hands sounded hollow as if it contained some concealed almirah 
or cupboard. On the floor of the Kotha some old debris and dirt was 
lying in heaps. The ceiling' of the Kotha had beams in it. There 
were some rotten cloth pieces also. I also found signs of porches 
which had been walled up on the left side of the room above the 
shelves. 

Adjoining the Kotha in question on the left there is another 
room (C) in which racks fixed in the walls were arranged on both 
sides. In these racks it was said that valuables and utensils were 
also kept which have since been removed to Krishna Bhandar. In 
this room also, there are wooden beams in the ceiling. In the ceiling 
there are iron hooks, on which, it was said that Chanwars and other 
articles were kept hanging. At the back of the room is a door 
which opens into another room, leading to the Bara Zenana through 
which the trunks and valuables were said to have been taken to the 
Mahal side. The door was locked from this side of the room C and 
could be opened with keys from the Krishna Bhandar; but the room 
and the passage on the other side was locked from that side. The 
key of this door was said to be with Maharaj Shri and the room and 
the passage could not be seen. We however inspected the Bara 
Zenana and the 'passage through which the trunks containing the arti¬ 
cles were removed. They are said to have been taken through a 
narrow and winding staircase. The average length of the steps 
varied between 22" to 2' 8", and from the fourth step to the 10th, 
the height was 5' 5". The door at the top of the staircase was locked. 

I also saw the rooms which were once said to be in the posses¬ 
sion of the Mama of Maharaj Shri and which are called “Mamaji’s 
rooms”. One of these rooms has a paper chit pasted on it intact. On 
this paper chit there are signatures of B. L. Bhattacharya and the 
date is 26-9-35. There are wax seals also on the four corners of the 
chit, which bore the impress of Krishna Bhandar. The lock on this 
room was also wrapped in cldth, which has a wax seal on it. I 
have directed photographs of the seals to be taken. 

In the Krishna Bhandar I was shown some of the ornaments 
and gold and silver utensils, which were said to have been stored 
in the said Kotha and which Maharaj Shri had returned to Krishna 
Bhandar as they were meant for Shri Nathji’s use. They actually 
appeared to be ornaments and utensils fit for the use of the Deity. 
Most of the heavy utensils were of gold and the other valuables 
and jewelleries also appeared to be very costly and almost of a 
rare design. 
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APPENDIX II (b). 

Note oj Inspection of the Gdhanaghar in the Nathdwara Temple 
on 2nd May, 1959. 

At the time of my last inspection of the Gahanaghar on 15th 
April, 1959, it was noticed that in the Kotha A (from where the valu¬ 
ables arje said to have been removed) on the wall in front and on 
the right hand side as one enters the room, there were patches of 
masonry work in a crude form, distinctly visible, and the portion 
when struck with hands sounded hollow as if it contained some con¬ 
cealed almirah or cupboard. In order to ascertain whether that por¬ 
tion really contained some valuable articles, the learned Advocate 
General had suggested that it should be tested by a Geiger Counter, 
which he would arrange to procure. On 1st May, 1959, the learned 
Advocate General informed the Commission that the Geiger Counter 
had arrived, and the Commission might fix a date for local inspection 
in order to test the walls. 2nd of May, 1959, was accordingly fixed 
for this purpose, and all the parties concerned were informed to be 
present at the spot at 8-30 a.m. 

I went to the Gahanaghar on the relevant date and time. Shri 
G. C. Kasliwal, Advocate General, Shri B. C. Chatter jee, Assistant 
Government Advocate, Shri Dalela, Chief Executive Officer, Nath¬ 
dwara Board of Management with his counsel Shri Sharma Ramesh 
Chandra, Shri K. C. Jain, Counsel for Maharaj, with one Mr. Malpani 
a representative of Maharaj Shri, Shri Hanuman Sharma, D.I.G., 
Ajmer Range, Shri G. B. K. Hooja, Collector, Udaipur, Shri D. S. Sahi, 
Superintendent of Police, Udaipur, and Shri Moti Singh, Sub-Divi¬ 
sional Officer, Udaipur, were present. 

Just before opening the Kotha in question, the seals on the 
door leaves of Kotha A were examined minutely again, and the por¬ 
tion on which it appeared that the paper chit had been pasted was 
measured. There were two seals, one on each leaf, nearabout the 
middle of the door. Upon minutely examining the seals in torch 
light, it was noticed that the seals bore an impression in the form of 
a monogram in which there were the English letters R K M R being 
on the left arm of M and K being on the right arm. Both the seals 
were intact. The portion of the leaf of the door having the seal on 
the right was cut by Panna Lai Usta, an employee of the temple, 
under my orders. The portion of the leaf having the seal on the 
left could not be so removed, but it was agreed by all the ^parties 
that this seal also bore a similar impression in English letters as the 
one taken out. 

The measurements of the portion where it appeared that the 
paper chit was pasted are 9"X2". The upper end of the paper chit 
on the left leaf of the door was still visible. It was yellowish in 
colour. There also appeared some signs of another paper chit having 
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been pasted above the paper chit aforesaid. The measurements of 
that portion are 10"X6". The signs looked much fresher. 

After the door of Kotha A was opened, the Geiger Counter 
(Metal Detector) was applied to the portion of the wall on the right 
hand side as one enters the room, where the patches were noticed. 
The machine indicated that there was some metal inside, and when 
that portion was dug out, it revealed only a long piece of iron sheet 
fastened or nailed to a wooden beam, 'perhaps to add strength to the 
beam. On the wall in front and also in the corners on the floor the 
machine was applied, but nothing detected. 

We then proceeded to room C. Door D in that room, which 
opens into another room leading to the Bara Zenana, was found 
locked with a heavy Godrej lock from the Gahanaghar side, the keys 
whereof were said to be in the Krishna Bhandar. The seals on the 
leaf of door D were also minutely examined in torch light. On the 
left leaf there- were four wax seals, three of rectangular shape having 
impressed on them “Shri Krishna Bhandar” ( sft )in 

Devnagri script, and the other a circular one having impressed on it 
“Krishna Bhandar Nathdwara Mewar Rajputana”, the word “Nath- 
dwara” being in the middle, in English. The seals were 1 intact. Simi¬ 
larly on the right leaf there were five seals, three rectangular having 
impressed on them “Shri Krishna Bhandar” in Devnagri script, and 
the other two circular having the impress of “Krishna Bhandar Nath¬ 
dwara Mewar Rajputana” in English. The three Hindi seals were all 
intact. Out of the two English seals, the one which was lower was 
half broken, the upper one being intact. A rough sketch of the seals 
is given below:— 



The small bits of paper below some of the seals appeared 
yellowish in colour. 

I asked the Executive Officer to produce the seals available in 
the Krishna Bhandar. Four seals, all in Devnagari script, were pro¬ 
duced before me as follows:— 

(1) “Shri Nathji Krishna Bhandar”. 

(2) “Shri Go. Ti. Shri Govindlalji”. 

(3) “Shri Krishna Bhandar, Nathdwara, St. 1997”. 

(4) “Shri Krishna Bhandar”. 

The fourth seal of “Shri Krishna Bhandar” which was the only 
rectangular seal, appeared to fit in with the wax seals in Hindi on 
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the leaves of door D. These seals were returned to Shri Dalela, and 
he was directed to produce the fourth seal when asked by the Com¬ 
mission to do so. It was found that there weite no other circular 
seals bearing the impress of the English letters RKMor of the words 
“Krishna Bhandar Nathdwara Mewar Rajputana”. 

The door below the flight of stairs, leading from the Gahanaghar 
to the Gopi-Gwal-ki-Gali was found locked from the Gahanaghar side. 
The lock was later opened with keys brought from the Krishna 
Bhandar. 

It may be further observed that the covered verandah whi^h 
one enters on climbing the flight of narrow stairs between the temple 
of Navnit Lalji and Navnit Lalji’s Baithak, is partially open at the 
left hand corner, and has a small flight of stairs connecting that open¬ 
ing which would allow with some difficulty egress and ingress to a 
person from the roof of that room into the room itself. It was said 
that there is a guard, who is posted in that room for keeping watch. 
It has been already noticed that this covered verandah itself leads to- 
another covered verandah, the door whereof is locked, the keys of these 
rooms being with the Gahanaghar staff. Therefore, even if a man 
were to enter the covered verandah through the opening in question, 
he cannot proceed to enter the Gahanaghar any further until the door 
of the other covered verandah or room is also opened, which even¬ 
tually leads to room B in the sketch map. 

There was a paper chit on the door D dated 5-2-58 bearing the 
signatures of K. S. Ranawat, Haridas Bhandari, and Hari Ballabn 
Upadhyaya, Patwa, Gahanaghar. Cloth was sewn on the lock, and 
there were seals of Krishna Bhandar on it. The Secretary to the 
Commission was directed to take them off from there and place them 
before the Commission. 
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APPENDIX II (c). 

Note of local inspection at Nathdwara held on 25th July. 1959. 

Inspection of Kotha A and the other rooms in Gahanaghar was 
done on 15th April, 1959, as also on 2nd May, 1959; but on both the 
occasions the room beyond door D and the passage to the private 
apartments of Maharaj Shri in Moti Mahal through which the valu¬ 
ables from Kotha A were removed on the 25th December, 1957, could 
not be inspected because it was said that the keys thereof were with 
Tilkayatji who was at Delhi. When the evidence was about to be 
dosed, the learned Advocate General made a submission for inspection 
of the said room and passage, and also of certain other local features 
of Nathdwara referred to in the evidence. Shri K. C. Jain also in¬ 
formed the Commission that the keys had sinoe been obtained from 
Tilkayatji. 25th July, 1959, at 10-30 a.m., was therefore fixed for this 
purpose, and accordingly I went there. The following were present:— 

Shri G. C. Kasliwal, Advocate General, with Shri 
B. C. Chatterjee, Assistant Government Advocate. 

Shri K. C. Jain and Shri B. B. Desai, Counsel for Tilkayatji, 
with Shri Goverdhan Das Malpani, representative of Tilkayatji. 

Shri M. G. Dalela, Executive Officer, Nathdwara Temple 
Board. 

Shri Hanuman Sharma, Inspector General of Police (Anti- 
Corruption) . 

Shri G. B. K. Hooja, Collector, Udaipur. 

Shri Moti Singh, Sub-Divisional Officer, Udaipur, 

Shri S. C. Bhandari, Sub-Divisional Officer, Rajnagar. 

From the Chauk of Moti Mahal, where cars are parked, we went 
through the door on the left of the Mandap to the Bagicha of Maharaj 
Shri. While standing in that Bagicha one cannot see the Chauk 
where cars are parked. From the Bagicha we passed through the 
Baithak of Maharaj Shri, where keys of the rooms of Maharaj Shri 
are also kept, and came to the Bara Zenana. Then we went up, 
through a flight of stairs, to Mamaji’s Kotha, about which I have 
already made a reference in my note of inspection of 15th April, 1959. 
The seals on the lock and the paper chit pasted on the door leaves of 
this Kotha were closely examined in torch light and through a 
magnifying glass. It appeared that there were four seals of 
Bhagirathi Bahuji and two seals having an impress of “R K M” in a 
monogram, on the cloth sewn on the lock. The colour of the lac wax 
of seals of Bhagirathi Bahuji was red, while that of the seals of 
"R K M” was black. On the paper chit there were four circular seals 
jn which the impresi was “Krishna Bhandar Nathdwara Mewar 
Rajputana”. The paper chit bore the date 26-9-35 and the signatures 
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oi B, L. Bhattacharya and Gambhir Singh, and one more person 
whose signature could not be read as the portion of the paper chit 
was torn. 

Facing Mamaji’s Kotha on the right there is a door, which leads 
to a room in which door D opens from the Zenana side. The door 
was locked and was opened by Tilkayatji’s man, and led to a small 
dark room. In that room there is on the left a rectangular cell, in 
which there were masonry racks and a small ventilator with iron 
bars opening on the side of the Pakshala, through which some light 
penetrated inside. There was also an almirah in that room with a 
door on the right hand side. Then we -passed through door D, which 
was also locked from the Gahanaghar side, and entered room C. The 
lock on door D from Zenana side was opened by Tilkayatji’s man, 
and from the Gahanaghar side by the Krishna Bhandar people. A 
beam as well as the plaster at some places of the ceiling of this room 
C appeared to have fallen down as also the cloth covering the 
ceiling. It may be noted that the ceiling of room C is much higher 
(almost double the height) than that of the dark room on the Zenana 
Side of door D, and the cellar inside, to which I have just referred. 
Then we again inspected room B. The two almirahs, which, it was 
said, were lying in front of the door of Kotha A before the time the 
valuables were removed, had already been placed there in order to 
show how they covered the door of Kotha A. It appeared that with 
the almirahs standing right against the door of Kotha A, the Kotha 
could not be ordinarily visible. The almirahs were moved aside, 
and Kotha A was opened. The ceiling of this Kotha A is also much 
higher than that of the dark room beyond door D. The ceiling of 
Kotha A appeared to be in much worse condition than that ' of 
Kothas B and C, as one could see from inside the rooms. It was 
suggested that the cell of the room beyond door D was in between 
Mamaji’s Kotha and Kotha A. We went on the roof of these 
Gahanaghar Kothas to see the condition of the roof of the Kothas 
and the dark room. There were two different terraces, one higher 
and the other lower. For going from the lower terrace to the higher, 
there are a few steps. We ascended these steps, and saw that on 
the higher terrace (which forms apparently one block of terrace on' 
the roof of Kothas A, B and C), some cracks appear to have been 
cemented. It was said that the rain water percolated through these 
cracks in room C. It appeared that Kothas A, B and C had the 
higher roof, while the dark room beyond door D was under the 
lower roof. 

Thereafter we x’eturned through rooms B, C and the dark room 
beyond door D to Mamaji’s Chaupat in the Bara Zenana, and went 
up through a narrow and winding staircase, about which I have 
referred in my previous note. The door at the top of the staircase 
had now been opened by Tilkayatji’s man. On entering the door at 
the top of the staircase we saw an open space, and in the left corner 
another door. Through that door we went into a room in which there 
was a winding staircase. We-ascended that staircase, and l’eached 
a room, in which there was another door leading to a passage. After 
passing through that passage we ultimately reached the Kamal 
Mahal, where it was said that the boxes containing the valuables 
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were kept. It is said that this was the passage from Kotha A to 
Kamal Mahal used at the tame for removal of the valuables from 
Kotha A. 

Shri K. C. Jain submitted that the Zenana and Mardana 
Toshakhanas as well as the new idol of Shri Nathji which was 
intended to be installed at Banaras might also be inspected. We, 
therefore, went to these Toshakhanas also. The description of these 
Toshakhanas was found to be the same as that given in the Sambhala 
Lists prepared in 1941 (Exs. 83, 84 and 85). The idol was said to be 
lying in a room, the entrance to which had been plastered 
from outside. The entrance was through the record room in the 
upper storey, which was on the right side of the clock tower of Moti 
Mahal. The plaster was removed, and the door was opened. The 
idol was lying in a wooden case, and resembled that of Shri Nathji 
in the Nathdwara Temple. 

In the Chauk on the right hand corner near the Mandap there 
is a staircase. It was said that this staircase led to the passage to 
the apartments of Maharaj Shri, to which we had already gone, and 
that this passage was meant for those who did not like to put off 
their shoes. It was also said that Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, the 
Chief Minister, went through this passage to meet Maharaj Shri oa 
the 24th December, 1957. 

The learned Advocate General took me to the Chaupati where 
notice boards are kept and also showed Fateh Lai Bapu’s residence 
where Shri Sukhadia stayed and had his meal on the 24th December, 
1957. A car takes only three or four minutes to reach Moti Mahal 
from Fateh Lai Bapu’s house. 

I was also shown the situation of the Modern School and the 
bungalow where Shri Keshri Singh Ranawat resided in December, 
1957, and which is now in the occupation of the present Executive 
Officer. The back side of the Bungalow adjoins the road which 
intervenes between the para4e ground of Govind Sena, behind which 
is Fateh Lai Bapu’s house. 



APPENDIX II (d) 


List of v>a/uables and articles declared by thp Tilkayat to 
have been actually found in the locked and scaled room 
(Kotha A) within the Gahanaghar in the premises of 
the Temple of Shri Nathji at Nathdwara on 
25th December, 1957. 

(Ex. 52) 
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I hereby declare that the contents noted in the above inventory are 
the only articles found in the locked room opened on 25th December, 1957, 

Sd. T. G. GOSWAMI, 
2-2-58. 


Sd. K. S. RANAWAT, 
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APPENDIX II (e) 

Inspection Notes of the articles found in Kotha A 
dated 6th and 7th May, 1959. 

The valuables admittedly found in Kotha A (Ex. 52) were 
produced before the Commission for inspection on 6th and 7th May, 
1959, and identification marks were put on them. Their detailed 
lists were prepared. List “A” contains the valuables (marked 
“M.A.”) produced by the Tilkayat, while List “B” contains the 
valuables (marked produced by the Krishna Bhandar. The 

description of some of the valuables so produced exactly tallied with 
that given in the Account-Book of Shri Nathji’s Offerings or Bhents 
fShri Nathji-ni-Bhent na Chopra (Ex. 19.)]. For the sake of easy 
reference a comparative statement containing the description of the 
valuable and the corresponding entry in the Bahi (Ex. 19) is also 
given. 

Note. —There would appear some difference in weight; but that 
is said to be due to there being a difference of six 
rattis in the weight of the Tola used at Nathdwara and 
the Tola in ordinary use. 

LIST “A” 

(Articles retained by the Tilkayat) 


[Reference: —Tilkayatji’s statement dated 6th May, 1959 (W. 15 
pages 169 to 173 and 180)]. 


Name of the 
article or 
ornament. 

Exhibit 

No. 

Remarks 

(Inscriptions on the articles 
and ornaments etc.). 


SILVER ARTICLES 

Banti Banta 15 in number M.A. 1 

M.A. 2 bears the name Thakar 


to 

Veerji Balji Tola 103, St. 1974. 


M.A. 15 

M.A. 6 and 7 bear the name Mani 
Bai Dhanji St. 1978, Fagun 
Sudi 9. 

M.A. 8 bears Tha. Ma. Mo. 

M.A. 9 bears the name Tha. 

Laxmidas Murarji. Tola 58. 
M.A. 10 bears the name Tulsi Das 
Dharsi Tola 35 and 14 annas. 
M.A. 11 bears the name Tha. Lalji 
Naranji Tola 1134. 

M.A. 12 bears the name Lidu. 
M.A. 13 bears the name Heer Bai. 


Xvi 


Name of the 
article or 
ornament. 

Exhibit 

No. 

Remarks 

(Inscriptions on the articles 
and ornaments etc.). 

Dhali (round melted 

M.A. 16 


silver) 

Dhalis 4 pieces 

M.A. 17 


Gulab Danis 7 

to 

M.A. 20 
M.A. 21 


Lota 1 

to 

M.A. 27 
M.A. 28 

Bears the name Kanji Gokul Das 

Dabra 1 

M.A. 29 

Jiva Vishram. 

Bears the name Go. Ti. Shri 

Ramjhara 1 

M.A. 30 

Chandraprabhawati Bahuji 

Maharaj Tolas 75 and annas 3. 
Bears the name Vaishnava 

Tapeli 1 

M.A. 31 

Tiwadi Swaroop Lai, Jaipur. 
Bears the name Vaishnava Tha. 

Katori 1 

M.A. 32 

Damodar Anandji. 

Bears the name Sha. Vi. Mi. 

Cup 1 

M.A. 33 

Bears the name Bai Mangi Bai 

Katori 1 

M.A. 34 

Ranchhordas Haridas Ni 
Vidhwa. Totals 15. 

Bears the name Bai Dewali. 

Katori 1 

M.A. 35 

Bears the name Thi. Va. Ha. 

Lota 1 

M.A 36 

Kanji Dungersi. 

• • 

Abkhora 1 (Lota) 

M.A. 37 

Tha. Haridas Bhimji, Tolas 46g. 

Tapeli 1 

M.A. 38 

Behan Kanta. 

Katora 1 

M.A. 39 

Illegible. 

Katori 1 

M.A. 40 

Kishna Dasi. 

Katoris 3 

M.A. 41 


Katori 1 

to 

M.A. 43 
M.A. 44 

Tha. Keshavji Odhavji, Vidhava 

TJ 

M.A. 45 

Prembai Shri Kamla Betiji. 
Mammi Bai. 

JJ 

M.A. 46 

Chatur Ben. 

>5 

M.A. 47 

Sha Dev Chand Jiva Bhai. 


M.A. 48 


17 

M.A. 49 


y> 

M.A. 50 

Mu. Mo. Vakil Vala. 

tr 

M.A. 51 

Hi. Ka. So. 


xvii 


Name of the 
article or 
ornament. 

Exhibit 

No. 

Remarks 

(Inscriptions on the articles 
and ornaments etc.). 

iKatori 1 

M.A, 52 

Moti Bai Te. Tha. Gopalramji ni 
Dhaniyani. 


M.A. 53 

Sa. Ke. Gi. Shri Ne. 

it 

M.A. 54 


a 

M.A. 55 

Tolas 5 and 1 anna. Da. Ka. 

it 

M.A. 56 

Bachu Bai. 

it 

M.A. 57 

Champalalji Bagri St. 1983. 

Katori 12 

M.A. 58 
to 

M.A. 69 


Toys etc. including spoons M.A. 70 

Weight of the toys put together 
said to be 385 tolas. On some 
spoons names engraved, e.g. 
Kamla Ben. 

Pandan 1 

M.A. 71 

Bears the name Tha. Popat 
Shyamji, Tolas 338 and annas 6. 

Sohag Pitari 1 

M.A. 7S 

• • 

Banta 1 

M.A. 73 

Moolji Krishna Das. 

it 

M.A. 74 

• • 

Dabiya 

M.A. 75 

• • 

Banta 1 

M.A. 76 

Ma. Shon. 

a 

M.A. 77 

Bai Moti. 

a 

M.A. 78 

• • 

a 

M.A. 79 


a 

M.A. 80 

Bai Manek Bai. Tolas 484 

Pandan 1 

M.A. 81 


Dabiyas 2 

M.A. 82 
and 

M.A. 83 


Dabiya 1 

M.A. 84 


Dabiyas 5 

M.A. 85 
to 

M.A. 89 


Thali 1 

M.A. 90 

Tha. Gokuldas Meghji 

Tolas 109 and 14 annas. 

it 

M.A. 91 

Sha. Brij Lai Trikamlal. 

Tastris 4 

M.A. 92 
to 

M.A. 95 


Silver Chhari 

M.A. 96 



having gold polish 
Chhari of ivory having M.A. 97 
gold muthiya 


xviii 


Name of the Exhibit Remarks 

article or No. (Inscriptions on the articles 

ornament. and ornaments etc.). 


Pankhas 3 M.A. 98 

having pearl work to 

on them M.A. 100 

GOLD ARTICLES AND ORNAMENTS. 


41 diuerent items such M.A. 101 


as Har, Kangan, 


Karanphool, 


Tika etc. 


Choori Chhora Karas 

M.A. 102 

20 in number. 


Chooris, Karas etc. 

M.A. 103 

42 in number. 


Balis 81, Nath. 

M.A. 104 


Rings, Chungtis 

M.A. 105 

Miscellaneous articles. 

M.A. 106 

Kan ki Bali Moti 

M.A. 107 

Hira ki. 

Kilangi Sawari ki 

M.A. 108 

Choori Do Moti ki 

M.A. 109 

Har Nag 1 Hira ka 

M.A.110. 

Ponchhi Nag 2 

M.A. Ill 

Choori Nag 4 

M.A. 112 

Kara Jori 1 

M.A. 113 

Hira Moti. 


Har 1 

M.A. 114 

Karanphool Jori 1 

M.A. 115 

Ear-rings 

M.A. 116 

Gala ka Gopan 

M.A. 117 


Valuation about Rs. 1500/-. Some 
of them appeared to be also fit 
for use of the Deity. 

All of them appeared to be fit for 
the use of the ladies and not for 
the Deity. 

Valuation about Rs. 20,000/-. 

All of them appeared to be very 
old and fit to be worn by ladies 
and girls. Rough estimate of 
valuation Rs. 20,000/-. 

Appeared to be for the use of 
ladies. 

Rough valuation Rs. 1000/-. 

Appeared to be fit for the use of 
ladies. 

Rough valuation Rs. 4,000/-. 

Some of the articles appeared to 
be fit for the use of the Deity. 

Rough valuation Rs. 6000/-. 


Case appeared to be a new one. 


Appeared to be of new design, 
and the valvet case was also 


new. 



XIX 


Name of the 
article or 
ornament. 

Exhibit 

No. 

Remarks 

(Inscriptions on the articles 
and ornaments etc.). 

Necklaces 5 in 

M.A. 118 

All appeared to be of new 

number. 

to 

designs. They were in different 


M.A. 122 

valvet boxes which also 

Har 1 Hira Panna ka 

M.A. 123 

appeared to be new. 

Rough valuation Rs. 6000/-. 

Kara Jori 1 Hira 

M.A. 124 


Panna ki. 

Miscellaneous articles 

M.A. 125 


22 in number. 

Pag Pan. 

M.A. 126 



SILVER COINS 

25,775 silver coins. M.A. 133 
(rupees) 

Note :—The number of valvet boxes in which the ornaments 
were placed was 19. 

Some of the ornaments appeared to be over-valued. 
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APPENDIX II (f) 


Note of inspection of the articles seized hy the police at Amber 
from the possession of Tilkayat Govind halji Maharaj and lying in the 
custody of the City Magistrate, Jaipur, on 13th and 14th July, 1959. 

On motion by Shri Sharma Ramesh Chandra, counsel for the 
Nathdwara Temple Management Board, it was ordered on 4th July, 
1959, that the Commission would inspect the articles seized by the 
Police at Amber from the possession of Tilkayat Govind Lalji and 
lying in the custody of the City Magistrate, Jaipur, on 13th July, 1959, 
at 11 A.M. in the old High Court building at Jaipur. It was alleged 
that many of the articles seized were such as could be used for the 
Deity only, and that the description of some of the articles tallied with 
that given in the Bahi of Shri Nathji’s Bhents for Samwat years 1981 
to 1989 (Ex. 19). Accordingly on the appointed day the inspectior 
started and continued on the 14th also, as it could not be completed 
on the 13th. The following were present:— 

(On the 13th and 14th both) 

Shri B. C. Chatterji, Assistant Government Advocate. 

Shri Sharma Ramesh Chandra, counsel for the Managemen 
Board, with Shri M. G. Dalela, Executive Officer. 

Shri C. K. Garg for the intervenors, with the intervenor 
Shri Satish Chandra Agarwal and Shri Bhairon Singh. 

Shri J. S. Mathur, City Magistrate, Jaipur. 

Shri Hanuman Sharma, I. G. (Anti-Corruption). 

On the 14th, in addition to the above, Shri G. C. Kasliwa 
Advocate General, and Shri K. C. Jain and Shri B. B. Desai, counsi 
for Tilkayatji, with Shri Goverdhan Das Malpani, representative 
Tilkayatji, were also present. 

There were five boxes containing the articles, which were sa 
to be seized by the police from the possession of Tilkayatji. Cloi 
was sewn on the boxes as well as on the locks thereon, and the: 
were wax seals on the cloth. The boxes were opened one by on 
contents thereof inspected, and thereafter they were again locked ar 
sealed as before by the City Magistrate and his men. My observatio: 
in respect of the contents of each box are as follows:— 


Box No. 1. 

This box contained various pieces of broken ornaments of gc 
studded with jewels such as diamonds, emeralds, rubies, pearls el 
gold kundals, gold karas, karanphools and other ornaments of go 
and gold utensils such as Ramjharas, Katoris and spoons. 
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From the broken pieces it appeared that they were taken out of 
Hars, Sarpeches, Bhujbands etc., and it would require much time and 
labour to identify them with any particular ornament. 

On some , of the gold-utensils, however, there were insertions, 
and when they were compared with the descriptions given in the Bahi 
(Ex. 19), they tallied with them. The names of such articles, their 
weight and inscription, and the page nUmber of the Bahi (Ex. 19) in 
which the article with that description is entered, are! given ’below>— 


Name of the 
article 

Weight 

Tolas. 

Inscription. Page No. of 

Ex. 19. 

1. Ramjhara 

39 

Sa. Rianchhor Girdhar 

Mu. Davohi 

268 

2. 

24 

Jagunath 

Bulakidas 

213 

3. Katori 

24 

Sftri Gordhan Lalji Ha. 
Bala Bhai Da. 

226 

4. 

15 

Shri Rani Bahuji Ha. 

■ Rukshmani. 

226 

5. 

134 

Damodar Lai Baba Ha. 
Sakarlal Ba. 

226 

6. 

11* 

Gopeshwar Lalji Maharaj 

150 

7. Spoon 

4 3/16 

Mu. Go. 

203 

8. 

8 2/16 

Na. Ba-. Ma. Shri Ra. Bha. 
Swasthan Porbandar 

116 

9. 

13 14/16 

£>han E 

197 

10. 

4 14/16 

Go. Ti. Pa. Su. 

173 


It was suggested that the weight and inscriptions of the 
following articles be also noted so that they could be compared with 
the entries in the Bahi, Ex, 19, if any:— 


Name of the 
articles. 

1 

Weight Inscription. 

Tolas. 

2 3 

1. Ramjhara 

99* 


2. 

104* 

Sah Narottamdas Talsi 
Porbandarwala. 

3. 

25 10/16 

B.J.R. (in a monogram) 

4. 

19 10/16 

, , 

5. Katori 

9 15/16 

Tha. Basanji Belji 9 12/16 6 

6. 

6 5/16 

De. Go. 

7. 

8 11/16 

Moti .Bahu Msngi Bahu 

Tarafti Tha. Gokuldas 
Madhavji. 8-40/16 




a 


2 


3 


8. 

Katori 

. M 

9. 

f> 

2 15/16 

10. 

,»l 

7 1/16 

11. 

it 

6 2/16 

12. 

it 

1 

13. 

it 

6 

14. 

it 

4 3/16 

15. 

a 

8i 

16. 

it 

4 ;2/16 

17. 

it 

5i 

18. 

it 

4i 

19. 

it 

6 5/16 

20. 

Spoon 

4 6/16 

21. 

it 


22. 

it 


23. 

a 

8i 

24. 

a 

20 10/16 

25. 

*» 

101 

26. 

it 

14£ 

27. 

*» 

10 10/18 

28. 

a 

7 14/16 

29. 

it 

5i 

30. 

tt 

2 10/16 

31. 

a 

2 15/16 

32. 

9) , 

2 

33. 

a 

33 

34. 

a 

14 

35. 

a 

1 3/16 

36. 

Kundal (Peacock 



type) 

5 10/16 

37. 

Karanphool 

5 74/16 

38. 

Half Karas (one pair) 6 2/16 

39. 

Deep 

10 14/16 

40. 

Gold Banta 

23 14/16 

41. 

Gold enamelled Debaria 123 


Sunder Bai Jamanwara. G. 16. 


Ram Kaur Bai. 

Tha. Devji Basanji Sapar- 
wala. 

Shri Nathji. G. 15. 5 12/16 2 
Tha. Shri ne arpan ki. 


On the Karanphool it was noticed that wax was stuck at the 
portion which touches the lobe of the ear. It was suggested that it 
showed that this Karanphool might have been used by the : Deity. 


Oh the box there was a label “Pagse ke Jor Vagairah ." 
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Box No. 2. 


This box contained gold Tastaxis, gold Gamlas, gold Katoris, 
gold Thalis. necklaces, various pieces of broken ornaments studded 
with jewels, Peron-ke-Jor, studded with jewels, pearls, jewels, 
Kalangi, Karas, etc. 

From the broken pieces it was difficult to say difiwrtely the 
nature of the ornaments of which they formed part. 

Description of some of the articles in this box also tallied with 
that given in the Bahi (Ex. 19). The names, weight, and inscrip¬ 
tions of such articles as well as the page number of the Bahi (Ex. I9J, 
where an entry is found to that effect, are given below:— 


Name of the 
article. 

Weight 

Tolas. 

inscription. Page No: of 

the Bahi 
(Ex. 19) 

1. 

Kara Jori one (Tarmen 


304; 


Gutha Hua) 

17i 



2. 

Katora 

25 15J/16 

Bj Shci Ra. Bha. Swasthan 





Per bandar. 

lift. 

3. 

D 

15| 

Rax Go. 

2511 

4. 

ii 

9r-14/16 

Mangal ji Motiji 

194 

5. 

M 


103 2 (in ink) 

27 

6. 

Gold Gamlar 

3aa4ytl6 

KSjati Bai Chiman Lai. 

269> 

7. 

ii 

25 10/16 

Thai Vithaldas Narayanji. 

105= 

8. 

11 

943 

Thi.Ratansi Dungersi. St 

831 




198 2 . Shrawan Budi 3. 


9. 

11 

1193 

Sah. Kalyan Chand Hira 

252B' 


Ghand and Harakchand 
HSraahand. 

Qipbandar. St. 1986. 


IV .wftfc, suggested* that.-, the weights and inscriptions of tfte 
following arthdcSrhe also .noted and compared with the entries in the 

Bahi Ex. 19:— ___ 

Name of.. tW Weight Inscription, 

article. 

1 2 3_„ 

1. ' Ofie pair .at^erop-kltJor 15i Dha Poodan. 

2. One pair Khra (TSr men 

Guth®-,Hha) 5|j 


3. Nogari 

263 

4. Kara,Magar Mukhi 

4 

5. Har 

15 

6. Thali 


7. 


8. Katqj* 



K. G. Premchand, KIka. 

Note.—The inscription appear¬ 
ed to have been erased. 

Sah .Chaturbhuj Jiwandas, 

St. 1976. 

Manoharda&.G^dwal Mura- 
dabadi. PhalgttnShuila7, 
atiiwift! 
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1 

2 

3 

9. Tastari 

442 

Roopji Lalji. 

10 . 

21 10/16 


11 . 

22 


12. Thali 


G. 18. Tola 129 written 



in ink. 

33. Katori 

32 2/16 


14. 

243 


15. 

9 4 


16. 

203 


17. 

11 10/16 


18. 

18 6/16 


19. 

9 


20 . 

16 7/16 


21 . 

5 6/16 


22. Gold Gamla 

29 14/16 


23.. „ 

294 

Tha. Gordhandas Bhawan 



Tatha Mathradas 



Bhawan Khandwala. 

24: 

46J 

Tha. Devji Basanji Saparwala 

25. 

36 14/16 


26. 

513 


27. 

64 2/16 


28: „ 

1014 


29. „ 

46a 


30. 

296 <3/16 


31. „ 

513 


32. ,, 

22 11/16 

Sa. Tha. Na. Bidha Gori 


JiWan Lai Chunniial. 


Note.—About this Gamla 
it is said that the donor 
has sent a letter that it 
was gifted in 1981. 

In two of the Gamlas attempts -appear to have' been made to 
erase the names of the donors. 

One “ Moti-ki-Bulak nak men pahanne. ki” was noticed. It was 
said that it could be used for Shri Nathji only. 

Box No. 3 

This box contained gold Singhasan, articles for Pooja, keys of 
the safe deposit of the Imperial (State) Bank of India, Bombay, 
Sarotas, small Katars, pins, knife, Tulsimala, silver articles, pocket 
and wrist watches, buttons, gold payal, etc. The weight of the gold 
payal was 34J tolas. Oh. one'.silver lota “Go. Vk Ka. Taraf su Dan 
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was written. On one silver Gilas “Shri Gopal Mohata” was written. 
On the box “Aa. Sau. Kanakprabha Betiji” was written. These 
articles appeared to be of personal Bhent and for 'personal use of 
Tilkayatji. 


Box No. 4. 

This box contained pieces of gold ornaments, Payajeb, ornaments 
worn on hand, gold toys, kundals, hars, sarpeches, karas, singhasan 
etc. 


In the broken pieces, it was noticed that there were 11 Thekaras 
having diamonds studded in them. They appeared to be the 
Thekaras of one Har. 

There were 12 half karas. They appeared to be fit for the use-of 
the Deity only. 

There was a Timaniya weighing 4| tolas. 

There were kundals of various types, e.g., fish, peacock, Makar 
etc. Most of them were studded with jewels. They appeared to be 
for the use of the Deity only. 

One of the Sarpeches was studded with Phirozas numbering 120, 
and there were 4 latkans. There was a parrot studded with jewels, 
said to be used in Sarpech. 

There was one “Kara Magor Mukhi” (Tar men Gutha Hua) 
weighing 24 tolas, and another Jalidar Kara weighing 9 tolas. On 
one Kara weighing 4 10/16 tolas Thakur Hemraj Dwarka Das was 
writteh. 

There were Baghnakhs also. It was said that such Baghnakhs 
were also meant for Shri Nathji, Shri Nathji being worshipped in the 
form of a small baby. 

There were two broken pieces of Bansuri weighing 6 2/16 tolas. 

There were two pieces of gold straps weighing 83 tolas, and one 
Chhatra with 8 Ghungharas weighing 1{ tolas. 

One Bajooband was studded with rubies, diamonds, and emeralds. 

There were many Hars, one weighing 13 tolas having the 
inscription “Presented by Mrs. Diwan Indanwal”. Weights of some 
of the Hars were as follows:— 

Tolas 22 14/16, 154, 14|, 19 10/16, 22. 

In one Karanphool, weighing 3| tolas, wax was stuck, which 
showed that it was used by the Deity. 

Box No. 5 

This box contained one pearl set of necklace, ring etc., buttons 
for coat and shirt, watches, two Conches for worship, gold coins, and 
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various types of ornaments mostly worn by human beings. There was 
a sealed small tin on which it was written: “Shri Navnit Priyaji hi 
Swaminiji ke Abhooshanon ki chabiyon ki Dibbi Samwat 1997* 
Baishakh Badi 7, Ta. 18.4.41”, and there were the signatures of Shri 
Bindu Lai Bhattacharya, Shri Ranchhor Lai, Darogah Brindaban Das 
and Mukhiya Radha Krishna. The seal was of “Shri Krishna 
Bhandar”. 

General. 

From the whole lot seised, it appeared that some of the articles 
were such as could be used for the Deity only or were received, in 
Bhent for Shri Nathji. Many of the ornaments had been broken, 
and their jewels taken out. Broken pieces of different ornaments 
had been mixed up, tied in separate pieces of cloth, and 'put in 
different boxes. It was found that the half portion of a Har was 
mixed up in one lot while the other half was in another lot. 
Similarly, of the pair of Kundals, one was in one lot, the other was 
in another. For such broken pieces nothing definite can be said. 
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APPENDIX III. 

List of Witnesses examined. 

Witness No. 

1. Shri Takhat Singh—An employee of Shri Nathji’s Temple, 
in charge of the records in Krishna Bhandar. 

2. Shri Devi Lai—Watchman in the Temple. 

3. Shri Bhawani Singh—Peon in Krishna Bhandar. 

4. Shri Gordhan Das—A clerk and accountant in charge of 
stores in Krishna Bhandar. 

5. Shri Chunni Lai—A labourer in the Temple. 

6 . Shri Sukhlal—A labourer in the Temple. 

7. Shri Vithal Das—Assistant Store Keeper in Krishna 
Bhandar. 

8 . Shri Bhagwan Lai—A labourer in the Temple. 

9. Shri Kanhaiyalal—Daroga of Gahanaghar. 

10. Shri Hari Ballabh—Patwa in the Gahanaghar. 

11. Shri Krishnaraj M. D. Thackersey—President of the Nath- 
dwara Temple Board, (resident of Bombay). 

12. Shri Keshri Singh Ranawat—Ex-Adhikari or Chief Execu¬ 
tive Officer of the Temple. 

13. Shri Pannalal Usta—An employee of the Temple, who does 
smith’s work. 

14. Shri Bhanwar Lai—Senior Draftsman, P.W.D., Government 
of Rajasthan, who prepared the site plan (Ex. 16). 

15. Shri Tilkayat Goswami Govind Lalji Maharaj of Nath- 
dwara—High-priest of the Temple. 

16. Shri Yamuna Lai Dashora—He had worked as Munsarim in 
Thikana Nathdwara during the minority of the Tilkayat. 

17. Shri Madan Lai—Photographer. 

18. Shri Ranchhordas Vallabhdas—A pushtimargi Vaishnava of 
Bombay. 

19. Shri Haridas Bhandari—Cashier in the Krishna Bhandar. 

20. Shri Mulraj Kersondas—Vice-President of the 21-member 
Committee of Management, and member of the 11-member 
Committee which was functioning at the time of the inci¬ 
dent, (resident of Bombay). 

21. Shri Arjun Nath—An employee of the Temple. 

22. Shri Mathradas Shewakram Karani—A member of the 21- 
member Committee as also of the local sub-committee of 
Nathdwara (resident of Bombay). 

23. Shri Tulsidas—Naib Munim of the Tilkayat in 1957. 

24. Shri Anandilal—Goldsmith employed in the Gahanaghar. 

25. Shri Sunder Lai—Khawas of Maharaj Shri. 



26. Shri Jai Narain Vyas—Ex-Chief Minister of Rajasthan. 

27. Shri Hari Prasad M. Trivedi—Sub-Editor of the “Bombay 
Samachar”, (resident of Bombay). 

28. Shri Vrandavan Purshottam Kaparia—A member of the 
Managing Committee. 

29. Shri Harakh Lai—Accounts Officer in Krishna Bhandar. 

30. Shri Shyamlal Patwa—A Gahanaghar employee. 

31. Shri Purshottam Das Purohit—Executive Officer of the 
Temple in 1953-54. 

32. Shri Sanwal Dan Ujwal—Commissioner, Udaipur Divi¬ 

sion, and an ex-officio member of the Managing Committee. 

33. Shri Narendrapal Singh Chaudhari—Secretary of the Udai¬ 
pur District Branch of the Praja Socialist Party (a resident 
of Nathdwara). 

34. Shri Kalyan Das—At one time an employee of the Temple, 
and now an honorary Bhandari of the Calcutta Bhandar. 

35. Shri Sukhanand—Receipt Clerk in the Collector’s Office, 
Udaipur. 

36. Shri Nathu Lai—A Scribe of the Gahanaghar. 

37. Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal—Local Member of the Managing 
Committee. 

38. Shri Vrajlal Vasanji Lalji alias Bachchu Bhai—Secretary of 
the Managing Committee, (resident of Bombay). 

39. Shri Damodar Vyas—Revenue Minister, Government of 
Rajasthan. 

40. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia—Chief Minister, Government of 
Rajasthan. 

41. Shri Rajendra Shanker Bhatt—Director of Public Relations, 
Government of Rajasthan. 

42. Shri Bhanwar Lai—An employee of the Krishna Bhandar. 

43. Shri Kanhaiyalal Jariya—Joined the party of Thakur Gam- 
bhir Singh in 1941 when inventories of the Toshakhanas 
were prepared. 

44. Shri Manna Lai—Had worked in different capacities in 
Thikana Nathdwara. 

45. Shri Chaturbhuj Bhatia—Local Member of the Managing 
Committee. 



Lii 


APPENDIX IV 
List of Documents Exhibited. 


Exhibit Description of the Date of the 

No. Document. Document. 

1 2 3 


1 . 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
21 . 


Report by Kanhaiyalal, Daroga Gahanaghar, 
for repairs of the roof of the Gahanaghar 25-8-1957. 

Order of the Executive Officer, Shri 
K. S. Ranawat, for preparing an estimate 27-8-1957. 

Endorsement by the Daroga,Karkhana 
Imarat 29-8-1957. 

Reminder by Kanhaiyalal, Daroga Gahana¬ 
ghar, for repairs 5-11-1957. 

Order by Shri K. S. Ranawat for report, 
to the Roznamcha Nawis 6-11-1957. 

Report by the Roznamcha Nawis 7-11-1957. 

Order by Shri K. S. Ranawat for prepar¬ 
ing an estimate 8-11-1957. 

Report by Kanhaiyalal, Daroga Gahanaghar, 
for removing the articles to another Kotha 
inside 30-11-1957. 

Order of Shri K. S. Ranawat according 
approval to the removal of articles to 
another Kotha 30-11-1957. 

Report by Kanhaiyalal, Daroga Gahanagar, 
for getting the locks of that Kotha opened 4-12-1957. 

Order of Shri K. S. Ranawat to write to 
Khas Daftar for opening the locks 6-12-1957. 

Order by Takhat Singh to write to Karkhana 
Imarat for sending the papers re. Gahanaghar 
repairs within two days after compliance. 23-1-1958. 

Letter to Karkhana Imarat. 23-1-1958. 

Estimate; 

Endorsement on the estimate by Daroga 
Karkhana Imarat. 29-1-1958. 

Site Plan. 

Extract copy of the Udrat Bahi 25-12-1957. 


Statement of Kanhaiyalal, Daroga, Gahana¬ 
ghar at Bombay 16-1-1958. 

Shri Nathj i-ni-Bhent-na-Chopra (Account- From Samwat 
book of offerings to Shri Nathji) 1982 to Samwat 

1989. 


Receipt Book of offerings Samwat 1986-87. 

Chaupania (Account-book) Samwat 1983-87. 
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22. Express Telegram by Shri Krishnaraj 
Thackersey to Govind Lalji Maharaj from 
Bombay asking details and list of the arti¬ 
cles recovered 

23. Telegram by Shri K. S. Ranawat, Executive 
Officer, to Shri Krishna Raj Thackersey, 
informing about the opening of Gahanaghar 
Almirah 

24. Confirmatory letter of the above telegram 

25. Telegram by the Tilkayat to Shri Krishnaraj 
Thackersey, acknowledging receipt of his 
telegram. 

26. Letter by Shri K. S. Ranawat to the Hon. 
Vice-President, Main Committee, Bombay, 
giving details of the recovery of orna¬ 
ments and jewellery. 

27. Letter by Shri K. S. Ranawat to the Hon. 
Vice-President, Main Committee Bombay, 
acknowledging receipt of his telegram 
of 2nd and informing him that he had 
requested Maharaj Shri to deposit the 
articles in safe custody with Rajasthan 
Bank, Udaipur. 

28. Letter by Maharaj Shri to Seth Krishnaraj 
in reply to his telegram of 2nd giving 
details of the incident. 

29. Letter from Shri Thackersey to Shri K. S. 
Ranawat asking the latter to satisfy himself 
that the articles recovered belonged to 
Maharaj Shri. 

30. Letter by Shri Ranawat to Shri Thackersey 
in reply to his letter of 4th. 

31. Telegram by Shri Thackersey to the Execu¬ 
tive Officer asking him to go to Bombay. 

32. Telegram by Shri Ranawat to Shri 
Thackersey re. his reaching Bombay on 
13th. 

33. Letter by Shri Thackersey to Tilkayatji 
in reply to his letter of 4th stating that the 
gold utensils and ornaments belonged to 
Krishna Bhandar, and protesting against 
the removal of the articles 

34. Tilkayatji’s letter to Shri Thackersey in 
reply to the latter’s letter of 14th 

35. Cuttings from “Bombay Samachar” 

36. Cuttings from “Bombay Samachar” 

37. Copy of Telegram from Krishnaraj 
Bachubhai to the Executive Officer 


3 


2-1-1958. 


2-1-1958. 

2-1-1958. 


4-1-1958. 


31-1-1958. 


3-1-1958. 


4-1-1958. 


4-1-1958. 


9-1-1958. 


6-1-1958. 


8-1-1958. 


14- 1-1958. 

21-1-1958. 

15- 1-1958. 
14-1-1958. 
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1 

2 

3 


asking the latter to send Haridas Bhandari 



to Bombay 

20-1-1953. 

38. 

Telegram in reply by the Executive Officer 



that Haridas was leaving for Bombay 

21-1-1958. 

39. 

Copy of Telegram from Shri Krishnaraj to 
the Executive Officer asking him to go to 



Bombay with Gahanaghar book 

23-1-1958. 

40. 

Telegram by Shri Ranawat to Shri Krishna¬ 
raj regretting his inability to come to 
Bombay owing to his son’s betrothal and 
requesting for permission to send the 



Gahanaghar books with some clerk 

24-1-1958. 

41. 

Copy of telegram by Shri Thackersey to 
Shri Ranawat to send the books with 



Kanhaiyalal Gahanaghar Officer 

25-1-1958. 

42. 

Copy of telegram by Shri Thackersey to 
Shri Ranawat asking to send lists of 
Gahanaghar books given by Haridas to 
Haraklal with Gahanaghar Account Books 


43. 

Letter by Shri Ranawat to Shri Thackersey 
stating that Kanhaiyalal had been asked 



to proceed to Bombay 

25-1-1958. 

44. 

Letter by Shri Ranawat to Shri Thackersey 
informing him that he was sending three 



account books with Kanhaiyalal 

26-1-1958. 

45. 

Statement of Shri Haridas Bhandari at 
Bombay re. treasure hnd 


46. 

Receipt of three Gahanaghar books by Shri 



Thackersey 

28-1-1958. 

47. 

Letter by Shri Thackersey to Shri Ranawat 
informing that he would be going to 



Nathdwara on the 31st 

28-1-1958. 

48. 

Minutes of the Meetings of the Power of 
Attorney Holders 



48-a 

1/2-2-1958. 


48-b 

17-11-1957. 


48-c 

16-11-1957. 

49. 

Note of Inspection of the Gahanaghar by 



Shri Thackersey 

31-1-1958. 

50. 

Site map prepared by Shri Thackersey of 
the Gahanaghar 


51. 

Letter by Tilkayatji to members of the 
Power of Attorney Holders Committee 
authorising Mr. Mali to attend on his behalf 



in the meeting 

2-2-1958. 

52. 

List of articles said to be recovered from 



Kotha A 

10-1-1958. 


I 


2 


3 
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52A. 

52B, 

52G. 

53. 

54. 


55. 

56. 


57. 


58. 

59. 


60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 


List of articles handed over to Krishna 
Bhandar by Tilkayatji, produced by 
Kanhaiyalal 


Typed copy of Ex. 52A. 

Carbon copy of Ex. 52 produced by 
Tilkayatji. 

Note recorded by Shri Thackersey stating 
the settlement arrived at between the Com¬ 
mittee and Maharaj Shri 

Telegram by Executive Officer to Shri 
Thackersey that Maharaj Shri had deli¬ 
vered possession of gold and silver orna¬ 
ments jewellery as per decision to Krishna 
Bhandar 


Letter by Maharaj Shri to Krishnaraj 
Thackersey re. resolution No. 17 passed in 
the meeting of 1st and 2nd February, 1958 
Letter by Shri Thackersey to Tilkayatji in 
reply to Tilkayatji’s telegram of 25th and 
letter of 12th, and mentioning about the in¬ 
quiry to be held by the Chief Justice 
Copy of telegram by Shri Thackersey to Til¬ 
kayatji re. press interview given by 
Tilkayatji published in Bombay Samachar 

Telegram by Tilkayatji to Shri Thackersey 
in reply 

Letter from Secretary to Hon. Chief Justice 
to Shri Krishnaraj Thackersey requesting 
him to be present at Nathdwara during the 
sittings of the Commission; as also by 
Advocate General in same connection 

Copy of telegram from Shri Thackersey to 
Tilkayatji advising the latter to proceed 
with the inquiry 

Copy of letter from Shri Ranawat to Shri 
Thackersey making a representation against 
resolution No. 17 passed in the meeting of 
the Committee on l/2nd Feb., 1958. 

Farman of Maharana of Udaipur published 
in the Gazette “Sajjankirti Sudhakar” 
dated 31-12-1934. 

Letter by Shri Thackersey to Shri Mulraj 
Kersondas in reply to his letter of 7th 
February resigning from the membership 
of power of attorney holders committee. 
Cuttings from Bambay Samachar. 

Un-official Note by the Directorate of 
Public Relations, Government of Rajasthan, 
publishing the statement of Shri Thackersey. 


3-2-1958. 


2-2-1958. 


4-2-1958. 


12-3-1958. 


28-3-1958. 


25- 3-1958. 

26- 3-1958. 


19-3-1958. 


31-3-1958. 


11-3-1958. 

31-12-1934. 


8-2-1958. 

6-2-1958. 


18-2-1958. 
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66 . Letter from Maharaj Shri to Shri Thacker- 
sey re. latter’s statement published in 
Bombay Samachar of 6th Feb., 1958. 

67. Letter from Shri Thackersey to Tilkayatji 
in reply to his of 8th. 

68 . D.O. letter by Shri Ranawat to Shri S.D. 
Ujwal, Commissioner, Udaipur, giving facts 
leading to the find of treasure. 

69. Copy of D.O. Letter from Shri Ujwal to 
Shri Ranawat asking report of the find. 

70. D.O. letter from Shri Ujwal to Shri 
Ranawat raising certain points against the 
removal of the articles. 

71. Reply of Shri Ranawat to Shri Ujwal’s 
letter of 23-1-1958. 

72. Copy of letter by Shri Ranawat enclosing 
a short account of the events of 25th 
December, 1957. 

73. Note containing brief facts leading to the 
find by Shri Ranawat (Enclosure of Ex. 72). 

74. Letter of Shri Ranawat to Shri Ujwal 
informing him about the settlement arrived 
at between the Committee and Maharaj 
Shri. 

75. Carbon copy of Ex. 61 forwarded to 
Shri Ujwal. 

76. Letter from Shri Ranawat to Tilkayatji 
requesting him for preparation of an 
inventory of the articles found. 

77. Copy of the order of Capt. Thomas 
Alexander Caff, Political Agent, Udaipur 

78. Letter from Maharana Bhim Singh to 
Kamla Bahuji Maharaj. 

79. Letter of Goswami Goverdhan Lalji Maharaj 

to Maharana Udaipur stating, inter alia, 
that in case Damodarlalji did not mend 
his manners, after Goverdhan Lalji’s death 
his grand-son Govindlalji be seated on 
the Gadi. 

80. Copy of Gambhir Singhji’s report re. 
Gahanaghar Sambhala. 

81. Copy of the Bombay High Court’s order 
discharging the Receivers appointed in suit 

No. 23 of 1934. 

82. Order of the Prime Minister, Mewar, 
withdrawing the management of Thikana 
Nathdwara, and dissolving the Advisory 
Committee appointed during the minority 
of Govindlalji 


3 

8-2-1958. 

20- 2-1958. 

21- 1-1958. 

18- 1-1958. 

23- 1-1958. 
29-1-1958. 

31-1-1958. 

4- 2-1958. 
11-3-1958. 

9-1-1958. 

19- 9-1826. 
Samwat 1883, 
Asoj Vadi 9. 

5- 9-1932. 

6- 5-1936. 

24- 1-1947. 

23-3-1948. 
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83. Sambhala Bahi of Maharaj Shri’s Tosha- 

khana 1941. 

84. Sambhala Bahi of Zenana Toshakhana 1941. 

85. Sambhala Bahi of Maharaj Shri’s Tosha¬ 
khana 1941. 


85A. Report re. Akhand Kotha contained in Ex. 85 9-4-1941. 

86 . Letter from Krishna Bhandar to Khas 
Daftar seeking permission for removal of 
the articles of Gahanaghar Bara Kotha to 
the inside Kotha 9-12-1957. 


87. Letter of Shri Thackersey to Shri Ranawat 
re. his representation of 11th March, 1958 

88 . Report of Shri Yamunalal Dashora to 
Mahakma Khas External Affairs Deptt. 
re. handing over charge of the Toshakhanas 
to the Tilkayat Goswami 

89. Toshakhana Sambhala Register (copy of 
Exs. 83 and 85) 

90. Toshakhana Sambhala Register (copy of 
Ex. 84) 

91. A detailed note re. Nathdwara affairs by 
Pt. Yamuna Lai Dashora, Munsarim, 
Nathdwara 

91A. Letter from Shri Yamunalal Dashora to 
Musahib Ala Udaipur forwarding the 
detailed note Ex. 91 

92. Note by Pt. Yamunalal Dashora re. Debts 
of Nathdwara Thikana 

93. Report of Gambhir Singhji re. Gahanaghar 
Sambhala (Ex. 80) 

94. Order of Maharana Udaipur declaring 
Govind Lalji as Tilkayat Goswami, and 
appointing Munsarims and a Management 
Committee, Govind Lalji being a minor 

95 & 95A. D.O. letter by Shri R. N. Hawa, 
Revenue Secretary to Shri S. D. Ujwal, 
Commissioner, Udaipur, for expediting 
the factual report re. discovery of a huge 
treasure trove in Nathdwara, and copy to 
Shri Ranawat 

96. Copy of letter by Shri Ranawat to Shri 
Hawa sending a brief note of the 
treasure find. 


25- 3-1958 

29-4-1948 

1941. 

1941. 

10-9-1938. 

10-9-1938. 

22-8-1938. 

26- 4-1936. 

Kartik Badi 7, 
St. 1990. 


24-1-1958. 


5-2-1958. 


96A. Brief note of the treasure find. 

97. Letter from the Munsarims Nathdwara 
to Mahakma Khas Udaipur seeking 
sanction for sale of silver lying in a cellar 
near Mahaprabhuji’s Baithak. 15-3-1934. 
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98. Letter of Shri Yamunalal Dashora to 
Mahakma Khas Udaipur re. opening of 
Dastaveji Kotha (Kotha in which 
documents were lying), preparing an 
inventory thereof, and handing over of 
the articles to Bahuji Maharaj. 

98A. Inventory of documents. 

98B. Inventory of the articles recovered from 
the Kothari near Kamal Mahal. 


29-12-1937. 

4- 11-1937. 

5- 12-1937j 


99. Letter from Damodarlalji to Musahib Ala 
Sir Sukhdeo Prasad requesting that he 
be allowed to enter Nathdwara, and that 
he be seated on the Gadi with Malkana 
rights 

100. Letter from Musahib Ala Udaipur to 
Damodarlalji in reply to the latter’s letter 
of 8 th February refusing his request to be 
seated on the Gadi 


8-2-1935. 


19-2-1935. 


101. 

102 . 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 
109. 


Telegram from Damodarlalji to His High¬ 
ness Maharana Udaipur requesting to send 
two Sardars for consulting 

Letter by Damodarlalji to Udaipur Darbar 
re. withdrawal of suits filed by him and 
fixing of his Hathkharch allowance 

Copy of Ex. 79, with endorsements by Shri 
Ramgopal Trivedi, Assistant Private Secre¬ 
tary to the Darbar 

Copy of Iqrarnama by Lalbaba Damodarlalji 
List of the members of the committee 


4-3-1935. 


14-4-1935. 


5- 9-1932. 

6- 9-1932. 


Order of Maharana Udaipur on the report 

of Gambhir Singhji re. Gahanaghar Sambhala 9-5-1936. 

Same as Ex. 104 countersigned by the 
Resident in Mewar and Political Agent, 

Southern Rajputana States 

Order of Maharana Udaipur re. Sambhala Asoj Sudi 12, 
of the Gahanaghar of Navnitpriyaji St. 1990 

Minute Book of the Management Com- 
mittee appointed by the Udaipur Darbar 1933-1943. 


109A. Resolution No. 11 dated 17-6-1936 
(Page 41 of Ex. 109). 

109B. Resolution No. 10 dated 15-2-1938 
(Page 74 of Ex. 109). 


109C. Resolution No. 1 dated 5-4-1941 
(Page 149 of Ex. 109). 

109D. Resolution No. 4 dated 27-3-1940 
IPaPe 132 of Ex. 1091. 
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109E. Resolution No. 5 dated 13-8-1941 
(Page 154 of Ex. 109). 

109F. Resolution No. 10 dated 10-11-1942 
(Page 169 of Ex. 109). 

109G. Resolution No. 32 dated 24-12-1934 
(Page 13 of Ex. 109). 

110. Copy of Shri M. G. Dalela’s letter to Shri 
Ranawat asking for the original correspon¬ 
dence and notes passed between the 
Gahanaghar Officer and the Executive 
Officer 

111. Tilkayatji’s letter to Krishna Bhandar 
demanding certain files 

111A to 111J. Re. sending of the files 

112. Telegram by Shri Thackersey to the 
Executive Officer asking the latter to give 
all information including inspection of 
documents to the Advocate General when 
he visits Nathdwara 

113. Executive Officer’s telegram to Advocate 
General Jaipur inquiring about his arrival 

114. Paper Chit on door “D” 

115. “Jan Shakti” Gujrati daily 

116. Letter by some Vaishnava devotees of 
Bombay to Shri Bhogilal Pandya, Devas- 
than Minister, Rajasthan, requesting him to 
make proper arrangements as Tilkayat 
Govind Lalji had gone to Nathdwara and 
there was some possibility of some mishap 

116A. Acknowledgment receipt of the above. 

117. Notice by the Solicitors of Ranchhordas 
Vallabhdas of Bombay, to Govind Lalji 
Maharaj that unless he restored the 
valuables removed by him, in December, 
1957, their client would adopt criminal and/ 
or civil proceeding against the Tilkayat 

118. Reply to Ex. 117 by M/s Crawford Bayley 
& Co. Solicitors of Tilkayatji. 

119. Copies of Telegrams to Shri Govind 
Ballabh Pant, Home Minister, Dhebar Bhai 
etc. against removal of valuables by the 
Tilkayat 

120. Telegram by Shri Ranchhordas to Shri 
Nehru, Prime Minister of India, against 
the removal of valuables by Govindlalji 

121. Letter of the Private Secretary to Home 
Minister, New Delhi, to M/s Amarchand, 
Solicitors, Bombay, acknowledging receipt 
of their letter 


4-2-1959. 

15-3-1958. 


14-3-1958. 

16-3-1958. 

5-2-1958. 

25-12-1958. 


5-12-1952. 


29-1-1958. 

10-2-1958. 

18-1-1958. 

3-3-1958. 

20-2-1959. 


1 


2 


3 


122. Copy of Under Secretary to the Govern¬ 
ment of India’s letter to the Chief 
Secretary, Government of Rajasthan, for¬ 
warding the original letter of M/s 
Amarchand Mangaldas, Solicitors, Bombay, 
re. misappropriation of funds of Nath- 
dwara Temple, for such action as the State 
Government may deem fit 

123. Letter of the Under Secretary to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Home 
Affairs, to Messrs. Mehta Girdharilal, 
Solicitors, Bombay, informing that their 
notice to the Home Minister had been sent 
for disposal to the Chief Secretary, Govern¬ 
ment of Rajasthan 

124. Complaint by Pushtimargi-Vaishnava 
Advocates of Bombay to Shri Govind 
Ballabh Pant against the removal of 
valuables by Govind Lalji 

125. Letter from the Under Secretary, Govern¬ 
ment of India, Ministry of Law, to 
M/s Amarchand Mangaldas, Solicitors of 
Bombay, informing that their letter had 
been forwarded to the Government of 
Rajasthan who were concerned in the 
matter 

126. “Blitz” 

127. “The Current” 

128. Copy of the telegram by Ranehhordas to 
Shri Thackersey and other members of the 
Committee to take legal action against the 
Tilkayat 

129. Copy of Notice by the Advocate of Shri 
Ranchhor Lai to Tilkayatji and Mukhiya 
Pannalal re. removal of 28 bales of valuable 
cloths 

130. Reply by Shri G. L. Mali, Advocate on 
behalf of Tilkayatji, to Ex. 129 

131. Copy of letter by Shri Ranchhor Lai’s 
Advocate to Shri G. L. Mali, Advocate of 
Tilkayatji, re. 28 bales of valuable cloths. 

132. Complaint by Shri Arvind G. Shah, 
Bombay, to the District Magistrate, Udai¬ 
pur, for taking action against the Tilkayat 
in respect of 28 bales of valuable clothes, 
u/s 405 and 406 I.P.C. 

132A. Acknowledgment Receipt. 

132B. Reply by the District Magistrate, Udai¬ 
pur that the facts disclosed did not amount 
to a cognizable offence. 


20-2-1959. 


14-2-1959. 


14-3-1958. 


31-3-1958. 

1-2-1958. 

19-3-1958. 


1-2-1958. 


5-5-1958. 

20-5-1958. 


5-7-1958. 


29-1-1959. 
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£33. Letter of Shri Arvind G. Shah, Advocate, 
Bombay, to the District Magistrate,Udai¬ 
pur, _re. 28 bales of valuable cloths 

134. Letter from the District Magistrate, Udai¬ 
pur, '.to Shri Arvind G. Shah, informing 
him With -reference to his letter of 4th 
August, that the Superintendent of Police, 
Udaipur,, had been asked for such action as 
might be necessary 

135. Letter of Shri Govind Das Maneklal of 
Ahmedabad to Shri Ranchhorlal 

136. Statement of Shri Iiaridas Bhandari to the 

Vice-President of the Committee in 

connection with the treasure find 

137. Statement of Shri Haridas Bhandari to the 

Vice-President of the Committee in 

connection with the treasure find 

138. Draft copy of Shri Mulraj’s letter to the 
Devasthan Minister, Rajasthan, stating that 
Govindlalji was going to Nathdwara, and 
the committee apprehended that he might 
remove ornaments and jewellery of Shri 
Nathji, and requesting for prompt action 

140. Shri V. R. Nath’s letter to Shrimati Vijaya- 
lakshmi Devi Bahuji Maharaj re. breaking 
open :of locks of several rooms, including 
Hathighar and Ghoraghar, by her 

141. Report by Dhan Singh re. breaking open 
of the locks by Bahuji Maharaj 

142. Report by Bhandar Lai re. breaking open 
of the locks by Bahuji Maharaj 

143. Report by Panna Lai Usta re. breaking open 
of the locks by Bahuji Maharaj 

144. Report by Gordhan Das re. breaking open 
of the locks by Bahuji Maharaj 

145. Copy of the note prepared by the Execu¬ 
tive Officer, Shri Purshottam Das Purohit, 
for the perusal of the Chief Minister, 
Rajasthan, mentioning that the Tilkayat 
cannot use the properties of Shri Nathji 
for his personal needs 

146. Shri Ranawat’s letter to Shri Mulraj re. 
the incident of 25th December, 1957. 

147. Copy of Shri Ranawat’s letter to Shri 
Thackersey forwarded to Shri Mulraj 
stating that he was requesting Maharaj 
Shri to give a list of the articles along 
with an approximate value thereof. 


4-8-1958. 


9-9-1958. 

24-7-1951. 


24-1-1958. 

24-1-1958. 


10-2-1954. 


2-2-1954. 


2-2-1954. 

2-2-1951. 


2-2-1954. 


21-5-1954. 

3-1-1958. 


9-1-1958. 
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148. Letter by Shri Mulraj to Shri Thaekersey 
disapproving the settlement arrived at 
between the other members of the Com¬ 
mittee and Maharaj Shri, and tendering 
his resignation from the membership of 
the Committee. 

149. Telegram by Shri Thaekersey to the 
Executive Officer asking full details of the 
articles recovered and to keep the articles 
in safe custody with the Rajasthan Bank, 
Udaipur 

150. Letter of Tilkayatji to Shri Mulraj revok¬ 
ing the power of attorney granted by him 
to the latter 

150A. Copy of the deed of revocation of the 
power of attorney 

151. Shri Mulraj’s reply to Tilkayatji’s letter of 
5th May, 1958 

152. Copy of the power of attorney 

153. Brief of Suit No. 23 of 1954 filed by 
Damodarlalji in the Bombay High Court. 

153A. Translation of a copy of a writing in Brij 
Bhasha and written in Balbodh character 

154. Certified copy of the Written Statement 
filed by Tilkayatji in section 92 C.P.C. 
proceeding in the Court of District Judge, 
Udaipur 

155. Shri J. N. Vyas, Chief Minister, Rajas¬ 
than’s letter to Tilkayatiji re. sumptuary 
allowance 

156. “Surajya”, Hindi Weekly 

157 ! o “Bombay Samachar” Gujrati Daily 

153. Shri Jai Narain Vyas’s memorandum to the 
Commission 

159. Shri Shakarlal Balabhai’s letter to Shri 
Mulraj, re. submission of scheme in court 

160. Shri Mulraj’s letter to Shri Bhogilal 
Pandya, Devasthan Minister, Government 
of Rajasthan, re. management of the 
Nathdwara Temple by a committee of 
responsible well-to-do men 

161. Copy of the Minutes of the meeting of the 
Vaishnava Committee of Nathdwara held 
on 17th May, 1954, at the residence of the 
Chief Minister 

161A. Letter of the Assistant Secretary to the 
Government of Rajasthan, General Admi¬ 
nistration Department, to the Secretary 
Vaishnava Committee, forwarding Ex. 161. 
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7-2-1958. 


3-1-1958. 


5-5-1958. 


5-5-1958. 


16-5-1958. 

24-11-1955. 


Chaitra 
Vadi 7, 
St. 1707. 


13-4-1956. 


11/15-6-1954. 

27- 1-1958. 

28- 2-1958. 

27-3-1958. 


30-4-1953. 


17-5-1954. 




1 


2 
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182. Copy of the Office Note Re. Management of 
Nathdwara Temple from the Secretariat 
file April-May,1954. 

163. Copy of the order of the Bombay High 
Court confirming the award in Suit No. 23 
of 1934, as modified, giving a declaration 

in accordance therewith 14-8-1943. 

164. Copy of the application under section 523 
Cr.P.C. filed on behalf of the Tilkayat in 
the Court of the City Magistrate, Jaipur, 

in connection with the Amber-Seizure 26-12-1958. 


165. Memorandum of Shri H. M. Trivedi of 
Bombay Samachar submitted to the Com¬ 
mission -1-6-1959. 


166. Cutting from “Bombay Samachar” 

167. Extracts from “Bombay Samachar” 

168. Extracts from “Bombay Samachar” 

169. Copy of a Note recorded by Shri Thackersey 
re. the find of valuables 

170. Endorsement by Shri Haraklal, Accounts 
Officer, Krishna Bhandar, on a copy of the 
list of Chopras that the original list had 
been handed over to the Vice-President, 
Shri Thackersey, on 31-1-58. 

171. Copy of the list of the Chopras (Account- 
Books). 

172. Order by Shri Ranawat appointing Shri 
Hari Das Bhandari, Accounts Officer, 
Daroga Gahanaghar and Nathulal for 
verification of the articles found on 
25-12-57 with the Account Books. 

172A. Compliance report of the order Ex. 172 

173„ Photostat copy of the will of Bahuji Maharaj 

174. Copy of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit’s 
letter to Deputy Secretary G.A.D. for¬ 
warding copy of the letter of Tilkayatji, 
dated 19-1-54 to Shri Mulraj, copy of Shri 
V. R. Nath’s letter to Bahuji Maharaj 
dated 10-2-54, and copy of a notice, dated 
13-1-54 from the Solicitors of Ranchhordas 
etc. to Tilkayatji 

174A-C. Enclosures to Ex. 174. 

175. Shri Purshottam Das Purohit’s letter to 
Shri Daulat Singh, Commissioner, Udaipur, 
re. breaking open of the locks of several 
rooms of Moti Mahal by Bahuji Maharaj 

176. Further information by Shri Purshottam 
Das Purohit to the Commissioner, Udaipur, 


16-1-1958. 

7- 3-39. 

8- 3-39. 

1-1-1958. 


31-1-1958. 


18-1-1958. 

21-1-1958. 

23-2-1939. 


23f2-54. 


2-2-54. 


Lieiv 
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re. breaking open of the locks'by Bahuji 
Maharaj 

17<7. Letter of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit to 
the Commissioner, Udaipur, re. Hathighar 
Ghoraghar incident 

178. Copy of Shri S. D. Ujwai’s letter to Shri 
R. N. Hawa, Revenue Secretary to the r 
Government of Rajasthan, enclosing copies 
of the correspondence re. Nathdwara 
treasure find 

178A. Original of Ex. 178. 

179. Shri Narendrapal Singh’s report to the 
Collector, Udaipur, re. treasure find 

180. Copy of telegram sent by Shri Narendrapal 
to Bachubhai, Shri Thackersey, and Shri 
Mulraj 

181. Shri Mulraj’s letter to Shri. Narendrapal 
acknowledging receipt of his telegram of 
14th January, 1958 

182. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia’s letter to Shri 
Narendra Pal Singh Chaudhari re. Gambhir 
Singhji’s visit to Nathdwara. 

188. Shri Narendra Pal Singh’s ’memorandum 
submitted to the Commission 

184. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

185. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

188. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai SUkhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

187. Better by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

188. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

189. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

190. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

191. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia to. 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

192. Letter by Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia . to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

193. Cutting from “Hindustan”, Hindi Daily 

194. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 
by the Praja Socialist Party at the 
Chaupati, Nathdwara 
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3-2-54. 


5-2-1954. 


31-1-1958. 


27-12-57. 


14-1-1958. 


16-1-1958. 


25-7-1940. 

4-6-1959. 


30-4-40. 


28-5-40. 


29-5-40. 


19-5-40. 


21-6-40. 


27-6-40. 


9-7-40. 


4-8-40. 

7-8-40. 

14-2-58. 


5-12-1957. 
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195. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 
by the Praja Socialist Party at the 
Chaupati, Nathdwara 

196. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 

by the Praja Socialist Party at the 

Chaupati, Nathdwara 

197. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 

by the Praja Socialist Party at the 

Chaupati, Nathdwara 

198. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 

by the Praja Socialist Party at the 

Chaupati, Nathdwara 

199. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 

by the Praja Socialist Party at the 

Chaupati, Nathdwara 

200. Copies from the Notice Board maintained 

by the Praja Socialist Party at the 

Chaupati, Nathdwara 

201. Cutting from “Rashradoot”. 

202< Cutting for “Navbharat Times”. 

203. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia’s letter to Shri 
Narendra Pal Singh 

204. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia’s Telegram to 
Shri Narendra Pal Singh 

205. Minutes of the meeting of the power of 
attorney holders of Shri Nathdwara 
Temple Committee held at Moti Mahal, 
Nathdwara, on 2-11-58. 

206. Shri Ranawat’s letter to Shri Thackersey 
re. Bhilwara Dharamshala 

207. Copy of letter by Shri Ranawat to the Vice- 
President of the Committee forwarded to 
the Secretary of the Committee stating 
that there was no resolution in the pro¬ 
ceedings of the meeting of the committee 
held on 16-11-57 re. the amount of pre¬ 
requisite (Sidha) paid to Bhattjis should 
be debited to the account of Shri Krishna 
Bhandar, and that the same should now 
be included in the proceedings 

208. Copy of Shri Vrajlal Vassanjee’s telegram 
to Shri Chunnilal Chhaparwal and 
Chaturbhuj Bhatia informing about an 
emergency meeting of the committee on 
8th February, 1958, to discuss Vice-Presi¬ 
dent’s visit to Jaipur in connection with 
jewellery retained by Rajasthan Govern¬ 
ment 

209. Circular letter of Shri Vrajlal Vassanjee, 
Hon. Secretary of the Committee, to the 
members of the Committee forwarding 
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13-1-1958. 

25-12-1957. 


11-1-1958. 


14-1-1958. 


1-1-1958. 


15-1-1958. 

26-3-1958. 

28-2-1958. 

21-5-40. 


1-8-1940. 


2-11-58. 

26-12-1957. 


26-12-57. 


1-12-1958. 


1 


2 


3 


copy of the minutes of the meeting held 
at Bombay on 11th and 12th January, 1957. 

210. Copy of the Minutes of the meeting of the 
power of attorney holders of Shri Nath- 
dwara Temple Committee held in the office 
of Shri Krishna Raj M. D. Thaekersey at 
Sir Vithaldas Chambers, 16 Apollo Street, 
Bombay, on 9th December, 1958, at 10 a.m. 

211. Copy of the Minutes of the meeting of the 
committee held as above on 8th December, 
1958. 

212. Office Note by Shri Damodar Vyas, 
Revenue Minister, Government of Rajas¬ 
than, asking the Revenue Secretary to 
obtain an immediate factual report re. 
treasure-trove discovered in Nathdwara 
Temple from the Executive Officer, Shri 
Ranawat 

213. Copies of correspondence exchanged 
between the Commissioner, Udaipur, Shri 
Ranawat, Collector, Udaipur, Superinten¬ 
dent of Police, Udaipur, etc. re. the 
treasure find 

214. Minute of Shri Damodar Vyas, Revenue 
Minister, Government of Rajasthan, re. 
treasure find 

215. Letter of Private Secretary to Revenue 
Minister to Shri Ranawat asking him to 
see the Revenue Minister on the 28th 
December, 1957, at Jaipur in connection 
with the eviction of refugees from 
Nathdwara-ki-Sarai at Bhilwara 

216. Minute of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, Chief 
Minister, on File No. F. 1 (400)KL/51, re. 
scheme of management of Nathdwara 
Temple 

217. Minute of Shri Damodar Vyas, Revenue 
Minister, re. scheme of management 

218. Minute of Shri Damodar Vyas, Revenue 
Minister, re. scheme of management 

219. Minute of Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia 

220. Order-in-Council rescinding the previous 
Order-in-Council, dated 16-7-55 

221. Letter of Private Secretary of Tilkayatji to 
the Assistant Secretary, Revenue Depart¬ 
ment, Government of Rajasthan, re. can¬ 
cellation of the power of attorney of Shri 
Mulraj 

221A to E. Enclosures to Ex. 221. 


14-3-1957. 


23-1-1958. 


9-2-1958. 


20-12-1957. 


6-9-1955. 

10-9-1955. 

23-9-1955. 

23- 9-1955. 

24- 9-1955. 


28-6-1958. 


1 


2 


3 


222. Copy of letter of Shri Shiv Shanker to 
Commissioner, Udaipur, re. making suit¬ 
able arrangements for keeping a watchful 
eye on the activities of the temple and 
ensuring that no mishap takes place 

223. Shri V. Shankar, Private Secretary to the 
Deputy Prime Minister, Government of 
India, to Shri Hiralal Shastri, Chief 
Minister, Rajasthan, re. some legislation in 
respect of Nathdwara on the lines of the 
Madras Management of Temple Bill, and 
Constitution of a Board of Management cf 
leading Vaishnavites 

224. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia’s Minute re. 
special legislation in respect of Nathdwara 

225. Minutes of Chief Minister and Revenue 
Minister on File No. F. 1 (c) (30) Dev./ 
Udpr./53. 

226. Copy of telegram from Sardar Patel to 
Vyasji contained in a booklet “Rajasthan 
Riddle”. 

227. Minutes of the Meeting held in the 
Chambers of the Chief Minister on 20th 
December, 1951, re. Nathdwara affairs 

228. Letter from C. Ganesan, Ministry of States, 
Government of India, to Shri B. G. Rao, 
Chief Secretary, Rajasthan, enclosing an 
original note and asking a report on the 
f ac ts 

229. Copy of the reply to Ex. 228 sent by Shri 
B. G. Rao to Shri Ganesan, Deputy Secre¬ 
tary, Government of India, Ministry of 
States, re. Management of Shri Nathji 
Thikana at Nathdwara 

230. Letter of Shri H. C. Saraswat, Information 
Officer, Press Information Bureau, Govern¬ 
ment of India, to Shri R. S. Bhatt, Director 
of Public Relations, Government of 
Rajasthan, enclosing programme of the 
Itinerary for Feature Unit of the Blitz, 
Bombay 

231. Cutting from “Blitz”. 

232. Letter of Kanga & Co., Solicitors, Bombay, 
to Tilkayatji, re. Arun Bungalow at 
6 Military Road, Santacruz East 

233. Mukhiya Pannalalji’s report to Tilkayatji 
re. Prashadi Vastra 

234. Translation of the Hand-out issued by the 
Mewar Government in 1941. 

“A” Maharana Raj Singhji’s order 


27/28-12-1954. 


11-7-1949. 

27-6-1957. 


June, 1958. 


June, 12, 


20-12-1951. 


17-9-1954. 


1/4-11-1954. 


January, 1958. 
1-3-1958. 


1-9-1951. 


23-12-1958; 

6-4-41. 
St. 1736. 
Bhadva Sud 5. 

St. 1736. 
Bhadva Sud 6. 


“B” Maharana Raj Singhji’s 
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APPENDIX V 
Important Orders 
APPENDIX V (a) 

Order dated 29-5-59. 

(vide Order Sheet of that date) 

Shri Desai for Tilkayat Govind Lalji drew the attention of the 
Commission to two applications presented by him on 23rd April, 1959, 
which have been pending final orders. The learned counsel wants 
that those applications should be disposed of before he could make up 
his mind as to the list of witnesses to be summoned on his behalf. 
On the last occasion I had directed that the list of witnesses should 
be submitted by the parties latest by the 25th of May, and at that 
time Shri Desai raised on such objection. However, in view of the 
fact that the applications are pressed before me, it is necessary now 
to deal with them. 

In the first application Shri Desai submitted that the question 
of title to the valuables (such as jewellery, ornaments, gold and 
silver-ware and cash) stored in a locked and sealed room within the 
Gehnaghar in the Temple of Shri Nathji at Nathdwara and removed 
in December, 1957, was beyond the purview of the Commission; but 
if the Commission wanted to enter into that question, the learned 
counsel would have to consider, even if under protest, whether to 
adduce evidence on the question of title. The main parties interested 
in the proceedings, as it is now sufficiently clear from the record, are 
the Advocate General, representing the State Government, Shri Desai 
and Shri Arora, representing Tilkayat Shri Govind Lalji, Shri Ramesh 
Chandra Sharma, who appears for the present Executive Officer, and 
Shri C. K. Garg, who represents Shri Satish Chandra Agrawal and 
Thakur Bhairon Singh, the intervenors, at whose instance, it is claimed, 
the Government agreed to constitute the Commission of Inquiry. I 
heard learned counsel for the parties on the points canvassed by Shri 
Desai. It is clear from the terms of the Government Notification, dated 
March 2, 1959, constituting the Commission of Inquiry, that the 
question of title to the valuables found in the Gehnaghar has not 
been specifically referred to the Commission for its determination. 
The Notification proceeds on the assumption that the valuables found 
in the Gehnaghar room belonged to the Nathdwara Temple and 
were the properties of the Deity, Shri Nathji. The Commission, 
however, does not preclude the possibility of dealing with the claim 
of title to the articles found only incidentally and to the extent that 
it may be necessary to determine the specific points under reference. 
This is specifically so, when Tilkayat Govind Lalji himself claims to 
have removed the articles alleging that they belonged to him and 
not to Shri Nathji, and still claims to possess some of the articles 
found under that claim. It is now, therefore, for the learned counsel 
to decide early what evidence, if any, he would choose to adduce 
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before the Commission. As I have already said, the previous order 
was that the list of witnesses should be submitted by the parties 
latest by the 25th of May. I, however, allow time to Shri Desai to 
submit his list of witnesses latest by the 6th June in order to enable 
the Commission to summon them, failing which it would be open to 
Shri Desai to examine the witnesses and 'produce them at his owft ! 
instance. 

The second application of Shri Desai, filed on the same day,, 
relates to the production of certain documents. The learned counsel; 
for Tilkayatji now concedes that most of the documents mentioned 
in the petition have since been produced and exhibited in the course 
of the proceedings. He does not, therefore, press his application 
in respect of the other documents, but confines his prayer only tb 
the production of a letter, dated 26th February, 1934, which is alleged 
to have been written by the Maharana of Udaipur to the father of 
the present Tilkayat, Shri Damodarlalji. According to the learned 
counsel, the letter contains some recital recognising the rights of the 
late father of the petitioner to the contents of the Kotha in the 
Gehnaghar, which is the subject of inquiry in the present proceeding. 
The learned Advocate general agrees to produce the letter in 
question, if available. This may be done at an early date, and 
intimation thereof given to the petitioner and the Commission. 

For the intervenors, Shri Garg has applied by his petition, 
dated 25th May, 1959, asking the Commission to summon the 
following witnesses'.— 

1. Shri Mohan Lai Sukhadia, Chief Minister, Government of 
Rajasthan, Jaipur. 

2. Shri Damodar Lai Vyas, Revenue Minister, Government of 
Rajasthan, Jaipur. 

3. Shri R. N. Hawa, Ex-Revenue Secretary, now working as 
Member Board of Revenue, Ajmer. 

4. S.H.O. on duty in December, 1957, at Nathdwara. 

5. Commissioner, Devasthan Department, working in 
December, 1957, and January and February, 1958, along 
with the connected record of the temple. 

6. Collector, Udaipur. 

7. Shri Daulat Singh, Ex-Commissioner, Udaipur Division. 

The Commission does not find any adequate reason to summon 
the other witnesses mentioned in the petition; but it is of opinion that 
in view of certain materials, which have come on the record, and 
which require elucidation, it would be desirable to examine Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia and Shri Damodar Lai Vyas. The learned. 
A.dvocate General, who had been given time tc consider the position, 
submits that no summons or letter of request need be issued to 
these persons, as they are prepared to depose before the Commission 
at any time the Commission requires their presence. In view of 
this assurance given by the learned Advocate General, no summons 
or letter of request need issue to them. They may, however, be 
informed by the learned Advocate General that the Commission 
would appreciate, if they make it convenient to depose at any time 
after the 12th of June, 1959. Until then it would not be possible 



for the Commission to take up the examination of those witnesses, 
as there are already a number of others on the waiting list. 

The consideration of the other application filed by Shri Garg 
on 28th May, 1959, about the production of certain documents is 
postponed, because the Commission has already issued directions tc 
that effect, provided the documents are available. The Commissior 
also does not agree at present to recall Shri Thackersey for further 
examination, the witness having already been examined and dis¬ 
charged. The Commission, however, sees no objection to th< 
summoning of Shri Harak Lai, as prayed by Shri Garg in hit 
petition, dated 29th May, 1959. This may be done. 




APPENDIX V (b) 

Order dated 22-6-1959. 

(Vide Order Sheiet) 

On 19-6-1959 when the Commission was engaged in the 
examination of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit (Witness No. 31), two 
petitions were presented before me on behalf of Tilkayat Govind 
Lalji. These petitions could not be heard that day, partly because 
the examination of the witness had to be finished,' and largely 
because the other parties interested in the proceeding had not 
suficient notice of these petitions. I accordingly heard the parties 
on these 'petitions this morning. Both the petitions can be 
conveniently disposed of together. 

Substantially the complaint of the petitioner is that during the 
course of the inquiry evidence of extraneous matters, wholly un¬ 
connected with the points under reference and thus completely 
irrelevant, has been allowed to come on the record, despite objections 
raised from time to time by the petitioner’s counsel, which has, 
therefore, prejudiced the inquiry. The petitioner prays that the 
inquiry may be adjourned for a month, so as to enable the petitioner 
to seek his constitutional remedies before the High Court or the 
Supreme Court. It is not clear to me what is the nature of the 
constitutional remedies contemplated by the petitioner, and how the 
petitioner will stand to gain, even if the proceedings are adjourned 
as requested by him. The points on which irrelevant or inadmis¬ 
sible evidence has been alleged to have been imported are detailed 
in para 3 of his petition, and the complaint to which his other 
petition refers as to the examination of Shri Purshottam Das Purohit 
(Witness No. 31) in respect of an incident which took place early in 
1954, forms part of clause (d) of that paragraph. 

Shri Jain for the petitioner contends that on the terms of the 
notification appointing the Commission it has no jurisdiction to 
consider the question of title to the valuables at all. In other words 
the obvious effect and implication of his argument is that as soon 
as a claim of title is set up by the petitioner, which in fact has been 
done, the Commission should stay its hands and deem itself functus 
officio, in-as-much as any determination of the other questions under 
reference would become infructuous. The contention is, on the face 
of it, untenable and is not warranted by the terms of the reference. 
The penultimate part of the notification clearly shows that I am to 

report “about the find of valuables.stored in a locked and 

sealed room within the Gahnaghar in the premises of the temple of 
Shri Nathji at Nathdwara in the month of December, 1957, and in 

particular on the points indicated thereunder...”. It has been 

rightly contended by the learned Advocate General that these terms 
«re quite general, and leave sufficient scope to the Commission to 
make a full and complete inquiry about the find of valuables. The 
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words “and in particular on the points indicated below” do not limit 
the scope and ambit of the inquiry, but only enumerate the various 
points to which special attention has to be paid by the Commission 
in the course of the inquiry. I have to consider the facts and 
circumstances leading to the aforesaid find, what valuables were 
actually found, whether all the valuables have been accounted for 
or any part thereof has been concealed or kept back, and if so by 
whom and who is responsible for the happening. No question of 
accounting or true disclosure of the valuables would arise, if the 
Commission were precluded from going into the question whether 
the claim of title set up by the petitioner to the valuables in question 
was correct or incorrect. In the notification itself it is stated that 
the valuables were removed to the private apartments of the 
Tilkayat Goswami of Nathdwara. Point (v) under reference, viz., 
"any other fact and circumstances which to the Commission may 
appear to be relevant thereto” further emphasises the fact that the 
scope of the inquiry is sufficiently board and comprehensive. It is, 
therefore, idle to contend in the circumstances that the Commission 
is altogether precluded from going into the question of title to the 
valuables As I have already said in my earlier order, by and 
large the notification proceeds on the assumption that the valuables 
found in the Gahnaghar room belonged to the Nathdwara Temple 
and were the properties of the Deity; nevertheless if the Com¬ 
mission finds that the claim of the petitioner to some of the 
valuables found therein was justified the Commission may submit its 
report accordingly holding that the “valuables had been accounted 
for” 

I will now turn to the other items specified in para 3 of the 
petition which relate to admission of evidence on irrelevant points 
as alleged by the petitioner. The learned counsel for the petitioner 
appears to assume that the present inquiry is in the nature of a 
criminal trial in which the petitioner has been called upon to meet 
a definite charge. It is obviously not so; whatever else may or may 
not follow as a result of any report that the Commission may 
submit in the matter. It is in the nature cf a preliminary investiga¬ 
tion and the procedure which the Commission has to follow must of 
necessity be an elastic procedure. It may be that the Commission 
may have to unearth and discover material even without the 
assistance of the learned counsel taking part in the proceeding or 
even without taking them into confidence, though before using that 
material in its report the Commission in the ends of natural justice 
may hear the party concerned on the material so discovered. The 
discove'ry of the material or the attempt to make search therefor 
even if it fails would hardly be any ground for the assumption that 
the Commission entertains any prejudice against any particular 
party. I have taken an extreme case to illustrate the point of the 
alleged prejudice. The terms of the reference are general. The 
reference does not definitely accuse the Tilkayat.. It leaves the 
Commission to find if any of the valuables have been concealed or 
kept back, then by whom and who are responsible for such happening. 
Then again it leaves the option to the Commission to report on any 
other fact or circumstance which may appear to be relevant thereto 
It is to be remembered that there has been no earlier inquiry in 
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the matter. The Commission, therefore, would be failing in its 
duty if it did not survey all the materials placed before it, which 
may be prirr^j facie relevant; and if necessary sift and marshall these 
materials with greater care when submitting its report under the 
terms of reference. The Commission is not unconscious of the fact 
that in some instances the material has been allowed to go in 
subject to the objection of the petitioner. 

It is unfortunate that the learned counsel for the 

petitioner has in some measure under cover of these petitions 
sought to prevail upon the Commission to prejudge the issues, 
as it were. The Commission is, however, reluctant to do 
anything of the kind and will not anticipate its report 
For the present, it is enough to observe that I do not 

agree to the submission of the learned counsel that the materials on 
the points enumerated by him are not germane to the present 
inquiry. In my opinion, they appear to furnish the back-ground 
against which the incident of the find of valuables and their removal 
happened. It is to be remembered that I have been asked to report 
not only about that find and the facts and circumstances leading to 
that find, but also about any other fact and circumstance which 
may appear to me relevant thereto. Here the historical back-ground 
was essential to appreciate the facts leading to the find. It has 
been revealed in the evidence that the room in the Gahnaghar Bara 
Kotha where the valuables were found was locked and sealed some 
time in 1935 and that it was never opened until the day of the 
incident when its locks were broken open. During the period several 
changes in the administration of the temple and its properties had 
taken place. One had, therefore, to consider the circumstances 
under which the room came to be locked and opened, whether there 
was an inventory or register of the articles which it contained and 
if there was no register or inventory how it came to be so, how the 
•properties of the temple were dealt with during the period by the 
various Tilkayats or their relatives and particularly by the present 
Tilkayat and what was the practice relating to the properties of 
Shri Nathji and the storage of the articles in the Gahanaghar. 
Some of the other materials have also come in because of the claim 
set up by the petitioner himself. He asserts that there was no 
distinction between the properties of Shri Nathji and that of the 
Tilkayats, and that the Tilkayats had dominion over all the 
properties and could use them as they liked. He cannot now 
complain when he let the door open. The petitioner has never been 
restrained at any stage from giving any evidence in rebuttal or cross- 
examining the witnesses on these points. In fact he has been 
allowed every indulgence in the matter as my previous orders would 
indicate; but of course the Commission could not encourage any 
attempt on his part calculated to delay or hamper the proceedings. 
It is always open to him as it has always been to seek his constitu¬ 
tional remedies if any; but I do not see any reason to hold up the 
proceedings which are now nearing completion and finish the due 
execution of my assignment under the notification. I accordingly 
reject these applications. 
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On behalf of the intervenors, Shri Garg has filed a rejoinder 
to the application of the Tilkayat, in which he has also prayed that 
he should be allowed to move the Government to amend the scope 
of the notification so as to include the liability of every person 
directly or constructively responsible in allowing the valuables to be 
removed or in failing to take necessary action against such removal. 
There is no reason to grant this prayer either which is also rejected. 
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APPENDIX V (c) 

Order Sheet dat^d 25-6-1959. 

At the outset I perused the petition filed yesterday by the 
itttervenor Shri Bheronsingh. I was pained to find from the annexures 
to the 'petition that certain remarks made by me in the course of these 
proceedings against one of the lawyers had been published in a Hindi 
Daily of Jaipur. As I considered it highly improper that any such 
remarks should be given such publicity, I thought it necessary to 
utter a word of caution or advice to the Press. I need hardly 
observe that gentlemen of the Bar have a very responsible and 
onerous duty to perform. They are officers of the court and have 
also got to do their duty by their clients. At the same time, it is the 
responsibility of the Commission to control the proceedings. If, 
therefore, in doing so, I made some observations against any member 
of the Bar, those observations were not meant to be carried beyond 
the precincts of the Court. They had no public importance; and I 
should be very unhappy if those remarks are exploited by any 
interested person to the detriment of the member of the Bar concern¬ 
ed. In fact, the Commission acknowledges with gratitude the 
assistance which it has been receiving from the members of the Bar 
present. The Press has, therefore, to be very cautious and discreet 
in reporting the proceedings of the Commission. It is open to the 
Press to report the factual developments of the case as faithfully as 
it can, but not give currency to any such remarks. In future this 
salutary rule should be observed, so that the Commission may not 
feel the necessity of excluding any offending member of the Press 
from taking part in the proceedings. 

I then explained to the intervenor that I had already dealt with 
the ambit and scope of the present proceedings in my order dated 
22-6-1959. I held there that the terms of the notification are suffi¬ 
ciently wide and that it is open to the Commission to determine the 
liability of any person either directly responsible for the happening 
or an accessory thereto; but it must not be forgotten that the enquiry 
could not be a roaming and rambling enquiry. After further 
discussion of the matter therefore, Shri Bheron Singh submitted that, 
in view of the observations made by the Commission, he did not desire 
any further to press the application and sought leave to withdraw the 
same. I accordingly permitted the application to be withdrawn. 

I may, however, note that I consider it necessary to modify my 
previous order dated 23-6-59 respecting the production of the 
documents mentioned therein. On further consideration of the 
matter, I direct that the learned Advocate General may produce for 
the inspection of the Commission the confidential daily diaries of the 
Police Station Nathdwara from 22nd December, 1957, to 14th January, 
1958. He may also in addition to the relevant tour programmes 
produce the Log Book with reference to the car used by the Chief 
Minister on the 24th and 25th December, 1957 on the 3rd and 8th 
January, 1958, and on 3rd February, 1958. 
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APPENDIX V (d) 

Order Sheet dated 30-6-1959. 

Yesterday I had occasion to inspect the daily and confidential 
diaries of the Nathdwara Police Station, which I had asked to be 
produced by the learned Advocate General. After examination of 
the relevant entries therein I find that there is mention of the visit 
of the Chief Minister on the 24th of December, 1957, to Nathdwara. 
The Police Station had information of the visit on the 23rd December, 
and they made the necessary security and traffic arrangements for 
the occasion. The entries on the 24th show that the Chief Minister 
visited the place and stayed there for some time between the hours 
of 9 a.m. to 6 p.m., by which time he appears to have left Nathdwara 
on that day. There is nothing to show in the diary that he visited 
Nathdwara again on the 25th December, 1957, or on the 3rd and 8th 
January, 1958, or even on the 3rd of February, 1958. 

The diary further shows that Shri Chunnilal, the Officer-in- 
Charge, had left Nathdwara on leave on the 22nd December, 1957, and 
returned to duty on the 26th of December, when again at 9-45 a.m. 
he left for Udaipur on firing duty and returned to Nathdwara on the 
28th December following. The diary of the Circle Inspector Shri 
Mehtab Singh also shows that he left Udaipur on 23rd December m 
connection with a case under section 409 I.P.C. Thereafter he 
proceeded to Kekari to depose before a Magistrate there. He then 
went on leave from 25th to 29th of December, 1957, and was at 
Udaipur again on the 31st of December. 

There is of course reference in the diary to the visit of the 
Chief Minister to Salore on the 8th of January, 1958, for which the 
Nathdwara Police had to make necessary arrangements for guards 
etc. 

I also inspected the Log Books with reference to the cars used 
by the Chief Minister on the relevant dates. It appears that on the 
24th of December, 1957, the Chief Minister used Buick car 
No. RJY 56 for going to Nathdwara and return. The car was taken 
out in the morning from the .garage at Udaipur and returned to 
Udaipur at about 10-45 p.m. that day, and the total mileage done by 
the car on that date was only 84. The log book further shows that 
on the 25th the Chief Minister went to Udai Niwas from Udaipur, 
and on that day the total mileage covered by the ear during its use 
by the Chief Minister was 48 miles. 

It also appears that the Collector Bhilwara had trunk 
telephoned on the 25th December, to the Manager, Bikaner House at 
Delhi that the Chief Minister was going to Delhi, and arrangements 
might be made for his accommodation there. 

I asked the learned Advocate General to ascertain if there was 
any entry in the station diary as to the incident of the 25th 
December, 1957, about the treasure having been removed and the 
earliest date on which the entry was madej but I learn that there is 
no such entry, except in respect of the news published on the notice 
board of the Praja Socialist Party. 
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APPENDIX V (e) 

Order Sheet dated 14-7-1959. 

My attention has been drawn to a paragraph in a recent 
application for writ presented to the High Court on behalf of Shri 
Gobindlalji, wherein I noticed that a question was raised as to the 
■propriety of my appearing in collar and band, while conducting these 
proceedings. How that question was pertinent to the application 
for writ is more than I can imagine. If it were a mere statement 
of the party concerned, I might as well have ignored it, as something 
unworthy of my notice; but I have no doubt that it must have been 
made at the instance of his legal advisers. As such it deserves more 
than a passing reference. 

I am inclined to agree with the obvious insinuation contained 
in the statement that when the Chief Justice or Judges agree to work 
on any such Commission, they evidently step down from their 
exalted position; but the irresponsible critic forgot that they do so 
because the matter is of great public importance and out of 
deference to public opinion which clamours for a high powered 
judicial probe. While discharging my duties therefore as a Com¬ 
missioner I could not lose sight of my identity as the head of the 
judiciary in the State. It is indeed because of it that the task has 
been entrusted to me. These noble robes of my office are symbols 
of the fact that even in that capacity, I have to act with the utmost 
fairness and impartiality and give every one his due. Moreover, 
the proceeding is also in the nature of a judicial proceeding. 

I am glad to say that the members of the Bar have so long 
fully co-operated with me in making . their appearance in proper 
robes; and not even the person who appears to have been responsible 
for the complaint suggested at any stage that due to climatic 
conditions or otherwise the observance of that formality was incon¬ 
venient to him or them. I must point out that in these matters there 
is nothing like a regular precedent. What a few other persons may 
or may not have done under similar circumstances is not my 
concern. I am always prepared to listen to any reasonable sugges¬ 
tion from the Bar, but I strongly deprecate any attempt on the part 
of certain persons to overreach the court or the presiding officer by 
questionable methods. 
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Order Sheet dated 13-8-1959. 

At the end of his arguments, Shri Jain sought permission to 
explain his position with reference to the order of the Commission 
dated 14-7-1959. He expressed his deep sense of gratitude to the 
Commission for conducting his proceedings in the highest traditions 
of the judiciary and in adhering to the formalities of the office, which 
as Chief Justice of the State he was bound to do. The learned counsel 
stated that he strongly dissociated himself with the exception taken 
in the writ petition filed on behalf of Tilkayat to the use of collar or 
band by the Commission; and said that the offending paragraph in the 
petition, in addition to a few others, was introduced in the petition at 
Delhi without his knowledge and consent and at the instance of some 
legal adviser with whom he refused to appear in the case at any later 
stage. He respectfully agreed with the views expressed by the 
Commission that the robes of office were symbols of the fact that even 
as a Commissioner I had to act with characteristic fairness and 
impartiality. The Commission accepted the explanation offered by 
Shri Jain. 
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APPENDIX V (6) 

Order Sheet dated 15-7-1959. 

Shri Garg moved his petition to-day which contains several 
prayers. 

His first prayer is that Shri Mohan Lai Gupta, a correspondent 
of the local daily ‘Rashtradoot’ may be summoned to depose before 
the Commission, inasmuch as he is supposed to have interviewed Shri 
Mohan Lai Sukhadia on the 15th of January, 1958, in connection with 
the Nathdwara Treasure affair. He relies in support of his contention 
upon an issue of the said local daily dated the 16th January, 1958, 
which contains an account of the said interview; and argues that the 
Chief Minister, Shri Sukhadia deliberately concealed this fact in his 
deposition when he stated to the Commission that he came to know 
of the Nathdwara Treasure affair for the first time on the 23rd 
January, 1958, after his return from Gauhati. Having heard the 
learned counsel at length I do not feel convinced that any useful 
purpose will be served by the examination of the said correspondent 
at this stage of the inquiry. In the first place Shri Garg had ample 
opportunity of closely examining Shri Sukhadia on the point of his 
interviews to Press Correspondents and his knowledge of the Nath¬ 
dwara Treasure find. If there was any such interview given to the 
Correspondent of the Rashtradoot Shri Sukhadia could have been 
easily confronted with the press report and asked about the correct¬ 
ness or otherwise of the report appearing in that paper. It would 
be unfair to the witness Shri Sukhadia now to examine the alleged 
correspondent of the paper at this stage, simply to contradict the 
witness about his knowledge of the affair. 

It is stated that the intervenors had no knowledge of the matter 
themselves and it is only when they discovered the report of the 
interview in the issue of that daily that they ascertained the name 
of the correspondent and have prayed for his examination. In view 
of the great interest which, I understand, the local Press has been 
having in the proceedings of the Commission and the elaborate 
reports which they have been publishing even of certain incidents 
which need not have been published, I do not feel inclined to accept 
the theory. I had given sufficient notice to the public about these 
proceedings and the correspondent concerned could have easily got 
into touch with the learned counsel or the intervenors or even with 
the Commission and placed them in possession of the fact, if true. 

Even assuming the fact as reported in the paper to be correct 
it is obvious from the report itself that the knowledge of the Chief 
Minister about that treasure find was utterly meagre and scanty, if 
at all. He might as well have waited to see what action the local 
authorities were taking in the matter and awaited more authentic 
and detailed reports. It would not be therefore surprising if he 
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ignored any casual talk with any local press correspondent which he 
might have had with him on the point. It is also common knowledge 
that not unoften these press reports are based on the authority of 
correspondents who sometimes either do not care 
to ascertain facts or give unduly inflated importance to their version. 
I find that only lately this very local daily “Rastra- 
doot” published an incorrect news about my arrival in 
Jaipur by train and my reception by prominent members of the Bar 
and the public at the station platform, when in fact I arrived here 
by car and was received by certain officials and a member of the Bar 
at the Khasa Kothi. I may not be ungrateful to the paper for 
attaching such importance to my arrival, yet I regret to say that I 
cannot attach the same credit to the correctness of its report. I 
therefore think that the prayer for the examination of the correspon¬ 
dent is useless and belated. 


The next prayer is that the news received on the Teleprinter 
installed in the office of the Chief Minister on the 15th January, 1958, 
may be sent for from the Government. The evidence shows that there 
is a Teleprinter installed in the office cf the Chief Minister; but the 
evidence further shows that the Chief Minister left for Gauhati on 
the 15th of January, 1958. He may or may not have notice of the 
news or it may not have been received in his presence. Even if 
received the news must have been much too bald to give any details 
of the treasure find. It will not therefore serve any useful purpose to 
send for it and the learned counsel does not seriously press the matter 
either. 

The other two prayers are equally futile. Ex. 199 is much too 
vague and scurrilous to warrant any action by the authorities. I 
therefore do not consider it desirable to examine the Superintendent 
of Police, Udaipur, even assuming that it reached his hands. Nor is 
it necessary to enquire from Shri A.K. Sen, the Union Law Minister 
as to what action he took on the letter which is alleged to have been 
handed over to him by Shri Mulraj Kersondas. If the action taken 
was of any consequence so as to assist the Commission, Shri Mulraj 
himself would have voluntarily disclosed it and would not have kept 
it back from the Commission, deeply interested as he appears to be 
in the affairs of the Nathdwara Temple. I therefore hold that none of 
the prayers in the petition of Shri Gar.g deserve acceptance. 

There is also a petition on behalf of Tilkayat Govind Lalji 
moved by his counsel, Shri Jain. It is no use asking for production 
of certain ‘legal opinions’. The petitioner himself may have a copy 
of the letter referred to in paragraph 3 of his petition which he 
alleges to have written to the Krishna Bhandar. At best it contains 
his own statement of the position and is hardly material to the inquiry. 
I do not find any reference to documents in my order dated 29th June, 
1959, as erroneously mentioned in paragraph 4 of the petition; but the 
reference probably is to my order dated 26th June, 1959. There is 
no substance in the complaint that the petitioner will not be able to 
prepare his arguments and address the Commission if those documents 
are not produced. I do not at present see any necessity for having the 
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file of the posting of military in 1940-41 and the handout issued by 
the Government of Udaipur; but I have asked the Advocate General 
to produce the same before me and I will use such material, 
if any, as I consider relevant. The report of the Commissioner, 
Udaipur, in relation to the alleged removal of ornaments from 
Hathighar and Ghoraghar was produced at some stage. 

I did not find anything very much useful there; but I have 
asked the learned Advocate General again to produce the same. I 
cannot at present allow the file to be utilised for any other purpose, 
except to the extent that it may have a bearing on the inquiry 
before me. 

The last prayer of the petitioner appears to be quite reasonable. 
The seizure list obtained from the learned City Magistrate may be 
returned to that officer, after a copy thereof has been retained on the 
record. It would be for the officer to pass any legal order that he 
thinks proper. It is ridiculous to suggest that as a result of the 
seizure list being sent to the Commission, the proceedings before the 
City Magistrate have been virtually stayed. The seizure list has 
hardly been in the custody of the Commission even for a month. In 
any case it may be returned at an early date. 
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